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THE author has been hindered by the pressure of other 
engagenlents fron1 issuing this volume as soon as he 
could have ,,-ished, :\Ieantime he has had the oppor- 
tunity of perusing son1e of the llUtnerous ,,,"orks on the 
subject here treated ,,"hich have been called out by 
the controversy ,vhich has of late been so active, both 
in England and on the Continent: and ,vhile availing 
hin1self of nlany valuable hints found in the publications 
of advocates of Papal Infallibility, he has thought it 
,vorth ,,'hile to cxan1ine and answer, ,,'ith some detail, 
the argun1ents brought fon\-ard by one ,,'riter on the 
other side. For this purpose he selected the COllci/c 
Gål/ral of J\Igr. l\Iaret; both because of the attention 
,\'hich that Prelate's position had secured for his ".ork ; 
and because his pages appeared to comprise all the 
points usually urged by Gallican theologians. The 
delay \\,hich has occurred has therefore helped to render 
the present volume more conlplete, and thus, it is hoped, 
to increase ,,-hatever yalue it n1ay be found to possess. 




l' A ß LEO F CON l' E N '[ S. 


- --- 


SECTIO)J 1. 


L
ITY OF THE CHL"RCH AXD P.-\PAL T
FALLIP,ILITY. I
FALLI- 
IHIITY OF THE JEWISH HIGH PRIEST: ITS CHARACTER. 


(pp. 1-22.) 


Intin1ate connection of thc doctrinc of thc suprelnacy of thc 
Pope with that of his Infallibility-Inconsistency of Bossuct and 
"thc Gal1ican School in this Inatter- Thc Pope, being thc centre of 
unity in thc Church, cannot be falliblc in faith: true explanation of 
this principlc afforded br the Fathers,-Unity and Infal1ibility- 
.-\nalogy of the Old with the 
 ew Covcnant-.\uthority of thc 
J c,,-ish High Priest; his prophetical knowledge; his InfaIlibility in 
dogInatical decisions-LÌ1nitation of his Infal1ibility. 


SECTIO
 ]1. 


l
F.ALLJnlI TTY AXD SGPRE
{ACY. THE SA?\tE P."SSA(
ES OF 

CRJP'lTRE PRO\T THE OXE AXD THE OTHER. 


(pp. 23 - 49.) 


Thc :\Iinistry of St. Peter continuing in his Succcssors- Thc 
words of St. )'latthew x\-i. 18 pro\-e thc InfaIlibility of the Pope 
no Jess than his suprelnacy- Relnarks of the Fathers on this 
passagc- The words of St. 
lattht;'.v X\-i. 19 prove thc smne- 
Patristic c01111nentar)' on the testin10ny- Explanation of St. Luke 
xxii. 31 -This text pro\"cs Papal I nfallibility-- Patristic comment- 
aries-St. John 
xi. 15, seq.: it bears on Papal Infal1ibility-\Vords 
of Bossuet on the suhject- :\Iistaken \-iew of Dr. Pusey on Papal 
T nfaHibility -- ::\Igr. ::\laret takes thc san1e position. 
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S I;'C T T 0:\ I I 1. 


PRACTIce OF \XTI<2LT1T co
srj)EREn AS EVIXcrXG "P.\PAL 
IXF_\LLIUrLI IT. 


(pp. 5 0 - -71.) 
The doctrine of Papal [nfallibility contained in, and handed 
dmn1 by. the COll'itant practice of antiquity -This follows fr0111 
the necessity of conl111union with the ROll1an See-- Yiew of St. 
Cyprian on the subject; of Optatus of l\Iilcvis; of St. J erOlnc ; 
of St. Ambrose; of St. Augustinc- Pelagian contrO\Trsy - Classical 
passage of St. Ircnæus concerning the subject-Other proofs in 
support of our proposition- Conclusion. 


SECTIOX n.. 


lXFA1.UHl LllT CL\L\lED BY TH E POi'ES FRO
1 l'HE BEGrXXINC. 


(pp. ï'2 -9 6 ,) 


Authority of the Popes. who ha\'c luade solen1n declarations on 
the slibject- Yie\\' of Innocent 1. on the e,1atter ; of Pope Zosin1us ; 
of Sixtus II I.; of Pope Leo I.; of Pope Silnplicius; of Pope 
Ge1asius ; of Pope Honnisdas; of Pope Vigilius ; of St. Cregory 1. ; 
of Pope Agatho ; of Pope Leo 11. - \Vitnesses of the doctrine of 
Papal Infallibility in the sC\Tnth century-- View of Pope Xicho1as 
on the subject-Other Popes claiming their Infallibility-This 
doctrine no speculation of 1110dern tin1es. 


SECTIOX Y. 


THE APOST{IUC SEE .\ Srp}n::
lE ..c\SD INF.-\LUHLF TRrrn;X.\L OF 
FAITH. 


(pp. 96- 11-1-.) 


False yic\\"s often held by Anglicans as to the Inanner in which 
a doctrine is declared of faith- Controversies of faith ha\ e in all 
ages been referred to the Pope-Universal persuasion in the 
Church from the early till1es that the Apostolic See is the suprell1c 
tribunal in Inatters of faith - Records of cn1bassy sent by thc 
l\Iartyrs of Lyons to Pope Eleutherius-Dionysius of Alexandria 
and Pope Sixtus 11. on Rehaptisll1-St. Cyril and Pope Celestint. 
011 the N estorian controycrsy- Theodoret and Pope Leo 1. Rccep- 
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tion of the Papal decision by the Council of Chalcedon- Thc' 
Lateran Council and 
lartin 1., and the testin10ny given to the 
prerogative of the ROlnan See-Theodorus the Studite-Papal 
decisions regarded in antiquity as exe1l1pt frOln further cxalnination 
or doubt-The Apostolic See regarded as a supreme tribunal 
without appeal or control-Unfounded rcn1arks of i\rgr. ::\Iaret 
on thc subject. 


SECTIO:X Yl. 


THE RO
L\X POXTIFF REGARDED AS SUPRE
IE ]L"DGE OF HERES' 
DCRfXG THE FIRST THREE CEXTt;RI E
. ST. CYPRL\X AXD 
I)OPE STEPHEX. 


(pp. I 15 - 139.) 
All final condenlnations of heresies ha,-e always heen 
pronounced by the Apostolic See--Gnosticisn1: its leaders con- 
delnned by the Rmnan Pontiffs-l\10ntanis1l1 peremptorily declared 
heretical by the Papal judglnent-Antitrinitarian heresies checked 
by thc yoice of the Apostolic Chair-Dionysius, Patriarch of 
Alexandria, and Pope Dionysius-Controyersy concerning Re- 
baptis111 -St. Cyprian and the Bishops of Asia ::\Iinor in favour of 
that error- I t is not necessary to deny the authenticity of the 
docun1cnts bcaring on this subject-The controycrsy in no wa) 
affects thc doctrine of Papal Infallibility, but e,-en lends it counte- 
nance-St. Cyprian and those who agreed ,,-ith hÍ1n did not belieyc.- 
that the Pope was fallible-They regarded the whole question as 
one of discipline-Proofs-Had St. Cyprian and the others 
regarded the controversy as doglnatic, they ,,'ould have implicitly 
denied the unity and the perpetuity of the re,-ealed doctrine-The 
Decree of Popc Stephen was not a doglnatic definition-St. 
Cyprian and the rest resisted, because they looked on this Decree 
as an atten1pt to abolish proyincial priyileges- They were certainly 
guilty of disobedience-E"\':planation how St. Cyprian was able to 
separate the dogn1atic doctrine fr01n the disciplinary practice- 

listake of l\Igr. :r..laret on the subject-hnprudent assertions of 
,. Janus" on the subject. 


SECTIOX ",\TIT. 


GEKERAL COUXCILS Ar\T> PAPAL IXF_'\.LLlIHLITY. 


(pp. 139- 1 55,) 

rgr. l\iaret gives a false yiew of the doctrine of the Consti- 
tution of the Church and of Papal Infallibility-Papal Infallibility 
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is not founded on a systenl of isolation of the Pope frOln the 
Episcopal body-Position held by the Episcopal clement in the 
l110narchy of the Church-The Pope always acts in accordance 
with the Episcopal body when pronouncing his definitions- 
Groundless renlarks of ::\1 gr. l\laret on the first Council of 
J erusalenl- The nonnal governlnent of the Church does not rest 
on Ecumenical Councils-The Bishops in Council are true judges 
of the faith, even when the Pope has pronounced his infallible 
definition-There is no contradiction between Papal Infallibility 
and Episcopal rights in Council-The submission of the Bishops is 
of an entirely different nature fronl that of the Faithful at large. 


SECTIO
 VI II. 


THE COUXCIL OF 
IC.ÆA AXD PAPAL I:-'FALLIIHLITY. THE 
CASE OF POPE LIBERIUS. 


(pp. 15 6 - 186 .) 


Ecumenical Councils a clear proof of the unity of the Church 
-Nature of the Arian doctrine-Convocation of the Council of 
N icæa- False conception of the Gallican School as to the 
. authority of its Decrees-The Fathers of Nicæa did no 1110re than 
Inake a SOle111n act of adhesion to the teaching of the Apostolic 
See- Definitive sentence of Pope Dionysius on the consubstanti- 
ality of the Divine 'Vord with the Father, long before th
 Council 
of N icæa: it was considered as doglnatic-ArianisI11 regarded as a 
heresy before the Synod on the strength of the Papal definition- 
The Synod followed the rule of the Apostolic See both in the 
, controversy of Arianism and of that of Rebaptism-True object of 
Ecumenical Councils-The case of Liberius-In the opinion of 
the old Gallican School it did not affect the question of Papal 
Infallibility-De la Luzerne and 1\lr. Renouf take the contrary 
I ,'íew-Private heresy attributed to Pope Liberius-His older and 
recent Apologists-Events which preceded his supposed fall- 
Reason for which Pope Liberius was recalled frOlll his exile 
-N arrative of Sozomen concerning the doculuent signed by 
Liberius at Sim1iuln-Even if true. it would by no Ineans imply 
that the Pope fell into any heresy whatever-Sozomen's narrative 
in no way countenances Liberius having signed the second Arian 
formula of Sirmium-Philostorgius of no authority in the matter- 
Liberius did not sign any of the three fonnulas of Sirmium- The 
proceedings of the Council of Rimini afford. a yery strong 
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argunlent in his defence-The passages adduced frOln St. Atha- 
nasius, St. Hilary, St. J erOlue, &c., are no difficulty in the way 
- Their explanation-The Libel/lis Precltl/l, and blunder of 
Ir 
Rcnouf. 


SECTIO
 IX. 


THE IXFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE AX!> THE SECO
D AND 
THIRD FCU).lENICAL COU);CILS. 


(pp. 188-210.) 


Libcrius' sentence against the :\1 acedonians one of the 
strongest proofs of Papal Infallibility-Refutation of Bossuet's 
remarks on this subject-Cond
mnation of 
Iacedonius and Apol- 
linaris pronounced by Pope Damasus: it is accepted everywhere 
as a dognlatic definition-The Council of Constantinople was not 
called on account of the heresies of l\T acedonius and Apollinaris, 
as ::\Igr. ::\Iaret asserts-The French Clergy acknowledged that 
the sentence of Danlasus was irreversible before the Synod- 
Between the Second and Third Councils the Popes continued to 
exercise their infallible lIlagistcrÙI1Il: their decisions against 
J ovinian, and the Pelagians: their sentence definiti\'e in both the 
controversies-Nestorius and his heresy-St. Cyril, Patriarch of 
Alexa1].dria, refers it to Pope Celestine, who condemns K estorius 
definitively, should he not submit in a few days and make recanta- 
tion of his errors-The hnperial Sacra for a General Synod did 
not supersede Celestine's decision-The Pope accepts the Council 
and delays the execution of his sentence-Old errors renewed by 
::\Igr. ::\laret-Explanation of the purport of the exalnination of 
Celestine's Letter by the Council of Ephesus-The Synod declared 
itself necessitated by the Pope's Letter to condelun N estorius- 
The Acts of the Council afford new argmnents in favour of Papal 
Infallibility-Conclusion. 


SECTIOX X. 


PAPAL IXFALLIBILITY A
D THE FOl:RTH AXD FIFTH 
EC{;
[EXICAL COl:XCILS. 


(pp. :211- 2 4 6 .) 
Eutychianism, its origin and nature-Pope Leo's sentence is 
regarded as definitive by the Patriarch St. Flavian- The Pope 
accepts the Council called by Theodosius II. at Ephesus-His 
Dogmatic Letter, and his orders to his Legates show that the 
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Council was to adhere to his infallible sentence-Groundless 
objection of :\1 gr. l\laret, already refuted by Orsi and l\Iuzzarelli- 
Explanation of St. Leo's words bearing on the advantages of a 
General Council-
1iserable result of the Synod of Ephesus-The 
Pope calls a new Council at Chalcedon- The Doglnatical L
tter of 
Pope Leo was signed by the large Inajority of the Bishops before 
the Ineeting of the Courlcil, and that in order to cOlnply with the 
orders of the Pope-::\Igr. l\1arefs contrary assertions are baseless 
-Leo's Letter a rule of faith before the Decree of the Synod of 
Chalcedon- Proofs derived frOln the Acts of the Council against 
the views of :\Igr. l\Iaret and his School-The exmnination of 
St. Leo's Letter in the Council does not pro\-e that it was held to be 
refonnable-Refutation of the re1l1arks n1ade by :\Igr. )Iaret on the 
fonnula used by the Council when signing St. Leo's Letter-A 
passing l-clnark on Pope Honnisd
s' forn1ulary - -Contro\-ersy of 
the Three Chapters- Prudent conduct of Pope Yigilius acknow- 
ledged by De :\Iarca hiInself-The character of the controyersy: 
it by no n1eans concerned the faith -The Jlldicatlllll of Pope 
Vigilius-EconOluical reasons for which he recalled the Jlldicallllll 
and referred the whole ll1atter to a Council - Despotical inter- 
. 
Ference of the En1peror Justinian - Illegality of the Synod- 
COllstitlltlllll of the IJope-It contains no error in faith-The 
many blunders of 
\Igr. 
I
ret in this matter-
 or did the Pope 
speak cx catllcdrâ ii1 the CO/lstitlltUlll- The COlls/i/ll/ltl/!' was not 
conllnunicated to the Council, as ::JIgr. :\Iarct asserts: therefore the 
Fifth Synod did not pass o\"er it-E,-en in that Synod tIle Fathers 
intended to adhere to the Pope's views-Final Acts of Pope 
Vigilius in confirn1ation of the Decrees of the Fifth Synod-Faith 
was not concerned in any part of those proceedings. 


SECTIO
 XI. 


PAPAL IXF
\LLIEILITY AXD THE SIXTH COUKCIL. COXDE:\IX
\TIOX 
OF POPE HOX(ìRIGS. 


(pp, ::q.7-
S
.) 


:\lonothelism: its nature - The successors of Honorins I. 
condemn it definitively: their Decrees were recei,-ed as doglnatic- 
Refutation of the reasons alleged by i\1gr. l\laret and his School 
against this assertion-Pope Agatho's vie,,- regarding the new 
Council proposed by the Elnperor: instructions received by his 
Legates- Dogmatic Letters of Pope Agatho read in the Sixth 
Council: he Inaintains in then1 the Infallibility of the Apostolic 
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See-Defence of the passages bearing on Papal Infallibility, 
against :\Ir. Renoufs re1l1arks (in the note)- The Synod received 
them as a ,,"hole and in all their points-That they were eÀamined 
is no objection against our position -Condemnation of Pope 
Honorius-Different lines of argument taken by the Catholics in 
the Inatter-Threefold question on the subject-Pope Honorius' 
Letters were not utterances ex ctllhedrlÍ- Thcir doctrinc is 
orthodo
-Twofold explanation of thc principal passage objected 
to by thc )Ionothelites- The Synod cannot ha,'c condclnned hÏ1n 
for error t'x cllthedrâ- The sense in which the Council did condemn 
hÜn is to be taken (ron1 the Letters of Pope Leo Il.- The fault of 
Honorius, as statcd in St. Lco's Letters, is neglect in the discharge 
of his Pontifical duties- - Full cxplanation of Pope Lco's Lctter to 
Constantine - His Lcttcrs to the Bishops of Spain and to King 
En"igius - The Libl'r Dillrl1l1S '- Condeu1nation of Honorius 
rcnewcd by the Sc,.cnth and Eighth Councils-Passage of the old 
Breviary mentioning his condclnnation - Conclusion. 


SECTIO
 XII. 


. 
P.\P.-\L I
F.\LLIP,ILITY A
D THE SEVEXTH AXD EIGHTH GE
ERAr. 
CQUXCILS. 


(pp. :;85-3 10 .) 
Heresy and persccution of thc Iconoclasts-Thc crror defini- 
tively condelnned by six Popes-Gcneral Synod of Nïcæa II.. 
asselnbled only to conqucr the obstinacy of the heretics-The 
Synod acknowledged the doctrine of the ,,'orship of the images 
of Saints to be of faith before their Ineeting - Testin10ny of 
Tarasills, Patriarch of Constantinople-The difficulty which the 
Seventh Council Inet with in Francc is no argUl11ent against 
])apal Infallibility - Patriarch K iccphorus and Thcodore the 
Studite in fa\"our of Papal Infallibility-Photius' usurpation and 
deposition-Council of ConstantinopIc-Formula of faith ilnposcd 
by Popc Hadrian 1. on thc Eighth Council, and acccpted without 
c\.an1ination: it is an argUlnent for Papal superiority to Councils 
and infallibility-Letters of Pope 
 icholas and Hadrian I I. rcad 
in the Synod and adhercd to by the Fathers: tlwy contained 
doctrines bearing on Papal supcriority to Counci1s and irrefor- 
1nability of judglnent- The Council exercised no jurisdiction over 
the judicial sentcnce passcd by the Pope against Photius- The 
Council, by condelnning Photius, literally executed the sentcnce 
of the Pope-Conclusion. 
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SECTION XIII. 


PAPAL INFALLIBILITY FRO
I THE EIGHTH TO THE SIXTEEXTH 
COUNCIL. DEVELOP
IE
T OF THE DOCTRIXF.. 


(pp. 3 1I -34I.) 
The first three Lateran Councils concerned Inatters of discipline 
-Still, during that time heresies are definitively conde111ned by the 
Popes alone-Heresy of Berengarius condemned by several Popes- 
Doctrine of St. Gregory YI I. on Papal superiority and Infallibility: 
it is the doctrine of antiquity and of his ü-Ivn age-Heresy of 
Abelard conde111ned by Innocent 11. without any General Council 
--His conden1nation an evident utterance ['.1.* cathcdrâ-Heresy of 
Gilbert de la Porrée condemned by Eugenius III. without any Ecu- 
Inenical Council-Historical blunders of 1\lr. Renouf in the Inatter 
(in the note)- The doctrine of Papal Infallibility known in the 
East in the twelfth century-Fourth Lateran Council-The second 
Council of Lyons-Formula of faith sent by Clement IV. and 
Gregory X. to the Eastern Church to be signed previously to the 
Ineeting of the Synod, and without reserve-It is an evident proof 
of Papal Infallibility-The Decrees .sanctioned in the Council- 
Council of Vienne- Its Bull of Convocation expresses the doctrine 
of Papal Infallibility-The Constitution De SItJllllla TrÙlitate et de 
Þì'de Catholica-Useless evasions of Mgr. l\Iaret and his School- 
Gross blunder of l\lgr. l\laret-De\'elopment of the doctrine on 
Papal Infallibility: its different stages-Conjectures of" Janus" on 
the subject-External causes of the scientific developlnent of the 
doctrine--True view and origin of Scholastic Theology-St. Anselm, 
the first of the Schoohnen, believcd in the Papal Infallibility- 
Doctrine of Albert the Great on Papal Infallibility, of St. ThOlnas, 
of St. Bonaventure-Evident testilnonies of the French Church 
and the fourteenth century in favour of Papal Infallibility-It was 
the doctrine of the Universal Church. 


SECTIO
 'X IY". 


PAPAL INFALLIBILITY AT THE TDIE OF THE COUNCILS OF 
COKSTANCE AXD FLORENCE. GALLICAXIS:\l. 


(pp. 34 2 -379.) 


Origin and beginning of the error on Papal Infallibility and the 
superiority of the General Council-The Synods of Pisa and 
Constance, before the election of l\lartin V., wen
 not Eculuenical 
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Councils - Refutation of l\Igr. :\Iaret's assertion concerning the 
ecumenical character of the first Sessions of Constance-The Acts 
of the Council and of l\lartin V. show in which sense the Consti- 
tutions of the Fifth Session should be taken -The Decrees of the 
Fourth and Fifth Sessions of Basle did not receive any additional 
authority by being confinned by that Synod -That Synod was 
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SEC1'ION I. 


UNITY OF THE CHURCH A
IJ PAr
\L INFALLJEILITY. 

NFALLInILITY OF TIlE JE\VI
II HIGH PRIEST: 
ITS CIL\R
\CTER. 
SO intimate is the connection subsisting bet\veen the 
Joctrine of Papal Infallibility and the constitution of 
the Church, that to form a c0111pletc vie\v of the latter 
\vhich shall exclude the former is no\v logically il11pOS- 
sible. This ,vas not so in fonner tinles, ,vhen controversy 
had not yet developed the true position of the doctrine 
in question; and it \vas once quite possible to fail to 
perceive the existence of any link \vhatever behycen the 
Primacy and the Infallibility of the Popes. A Catholic 
who admitted the Primacy, might disregard, or even 
reject the Infallibility; he might excusably look upon 
the opinion ,vhich Inade the Pope infallible in the 
Church as a nlere system invented by sonIC private 
theologians, but devoid of foundation in revelation. 
Passion and prejudice \vould for a \vhile dra\v the nlinds 
of many in this direction, and they \vould be led to take 
up a partial and false vic\v of th n Prirnacy itself. But 
passions arc quenched by time, and prejudices are 
llispelled. As might have been anticipated, a sure 
process of development began; logic and henncneutic 
science did their \vork, the true aspects of the Catholic 
B 
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doctrine of the Supretnacy "'ere discerned, and anlong 
these, its essential character of infallibility in teaching. 
'Vhat \ve have said may serve as a sketch of the course 
run by the Gallican party, \vhich, by favour of the civil 
po\ver, for some time exerted luuch influence in Catholic 
Iirance. In the seventh section of the first part of this 
\vork, the rise of the Gallican party is described, and it 
is shown that it \vas from the hands of the Ininisters of 
the King that the assen1bled Prelatcs received the Four 
Articles of the famous Declaration of 1682. These 
j\rticles \\"ere in open opposition to the tradition of the 
Church of France, no less than to that of the U l1iversal 
Church; but they \\"ere also opposed to all sound logic, 
admitting as they did a supretuacy in the Pope at the 
same tinle that they held him liable to error in matters 
of faith. This inconsistency could not escape the clear 
sight of Bossuet; in his conscience he nlust have 
rejected this fundamental doctrine of Gallicanism, but 
led by hlunan considerations he consented to becoIne 
the advocate of a systenl \yhich in his heart he con- 
demned. Therefore," in order to Inake \vhat he o\ved 
to conscience," says De IVlaistre, II agree \vitl} \vhat he 
thought he o\ved to other considerations, he clung \vith 
all his might to the celebrated but vain distinction 
of the Chair and the Person." 1 The distinction of the 
Chair and the Person is indeed vain and frivolous; 
it is hard to understand ho\v the great mind of Bossuet 
could have cn1braced such a theory,2 or ho\v he could 
have hoped to gain for it acr:eptance by others. He 
taught that the \vhole line of Roman Pontiffs I11ust be 
considered as forming a continuance of the one person 
of St. Peter, in \\Thom the faith can never \vholly fail; it 


1 Count de l\laistre, The Poþe, bk. i., ch. xi., p. 55. franslation 
of Rev. Æ. Mc. D. Dawson. London, 1850. 
2 Difellsio Deel. CIeri Galliealzi, pt. ii., 1. xv., cap. v., p. 334. 
Edit. Basileæ. 
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nli6"ht fail partially, and in fact had so failed by the 
lapse of individual Popes, but it \vould speedily rise 
from its fal1. 3 It is probable that these sophistical 
subtleties ""ere far from cOlnrnanding any \vide assent 
even among the adherents of Gallicanism. The incon- 
sistency of the position taken up by Bossuet \vas 
pointed out in the Assembly of 1682 by the Bishop 
of 'I'ournay, \\'ho \vith much vigollr urged that the 
indefectibility of the Chair involved logically the infal- 
libility of the Person. 4 This \vas a \veighty argu- 
Inent; and in the same Asselnbly Bossuet met it by 
answers \vhich \vere powerless to give satisfaction to 
his mind, ,,'llile they reveal the extent of his enlbarrass- 
ment. The nlind of Fénélon \vas more consistent than 
that of his great rival, and less under the donlinion of 
prejudice; he sa\v cle3.rly that the position taken up by 
the Bishop of T ourna y renlained unassailed, and in his 
\vork on the authority of the Pope, he had no difficulty 
in sho\ving the futility of the attempt at reply nlade by 
Bossuet. 5 But \ve are not no\v concerned \vith Bossuet's 
arguments in support of his case. In the fact that a lllan 
of h
5 genius should have felt himself constrained to 
countenance a distinction so untenable, \ve have a clear 
proof that he felt ho\v essential \vas the connection 
between the union and indefectibility of the Church of 
Christ and the existence in it of some infallible centre. 
In the preceding portion of this \vork \ve developed 
the argument proving that Catholic unity is Roman 
unity; we showed that Catholic unity rests on the 


3 L. c. H Accipicndi RR. PP. tanquam una persona Petri, in 
qua nunquam fides penitus deficiat," &c. 
4 F énélon, De ,/l llctorit.zte .su1Jlm'; PÚlltijicis, cap. ,. ii. (Ouvrages, 
t. ii., p. 270, scq. Edit. Versailles, 1820). See it also in Fleury, 
NOlt7JäUtX Oþ/lscllles (Paris, 1818); A1lccdotes sur l'Assemblf'c de 
1682, p. 218, scq.; Gérin, Rech. Hij.t., &c., ch. vii., p. 29;, seq. 
(Paris, I 
6 J). 
6 0 p. cit., cappo viii., ix., p. 274, seq. 
B 2 
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supreme authority of the Pope, \vho is the centre of the 
Church, giving it substantial unity and real indefecti- 
bility; so that these t\VO essential properties of the 
Church n1ust be abandoned by all those \vho repudiate 
the Papal Suprcll1acy. We no\v proceed to demonstrate' 
the converse proposition, sho\\'ing that by a logical anù 
henneneutical nccessity, the adn1ission of the unity and 
indefectibility instituted by Christ in the Church leads 
to the adn1ission of Papal Infallibility. This being 
sho\vn, it \vill follo\v that the doctrine of the Infallibility 
of the Pope is essential to the very idea of the Church. 
The question is no mere scholastic dispute, nor can they 
\vho ll1aintain the affirn1ative be charged \vith seeking 
to impose upon the \\"orld their o\\'n private theological 
SystCl11 as being rcvealed doctrine. The truth of \vhat 
\ve hcre assert \vill be clcarly seen by the aid of the 
follo\ving considerations. 
It is admitted by all Catholics that the Pope is the 
centre of unity in the Church; the station of the 
Bishops is on the circunlference of the circle, the centre 
is occupied by the Pope alone. Each separate diocese 
receives substantial unity fro 111 its Bishop, the Pope 
gives substantial unity to the Universal Church, '[his is 
the doctrine of antiquity, and it is the plain teaching of 
St. Cyprian. N O\V, Catholic unity rests on unity of 
faith. for the Church rests on faith, and cannot be One 
unless faith is one. But the faith \vhich is to be the 
basis of unity cannot be the mere interior belief of 
Christians; the visible Church 111ust have a visible unity 
of faith founded on the oneness of the visible, external 
profession ll1ade by believers. Hence \\'e are led to the 
conclusion that the Pope is the centre of the external 
profession of the Catholic faith. If then the Pope is 
fallible in his dognlatic definitions, the profession of 
faith in the Church rests on a frail foundation; her 
unity is liable to be broken, and she i
 devoid of that 
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perfect oneness \\rhich Christ established in her after the 
pattern of the I-loly Trinity. A Pontiff subject to fall 
into error and heresy cannot be the divinely appointed 
centre of Catholic unity. It is irnpossible to adlnit the 
doctrine of Papal Supremacy as it is admitted by all 
Catholics, and at the san1e tirne reject the doctrine of 
Papal Infallibility. ''[he lozical bond betwcen these 
do 6 mas is close, and the two cannot be severed. There 
is more real consistency in the systems of Protestant 
,vriters w'ho reject the SupreInacy of the Pope altogether, 
than in those of the old Gallicans and of the Catholics 
\vho follo\ving the modern liberal positive School, aim 
at reconciling the admission of the SUprC111acy \vith the 
denial of the doctrinal Infallibility. 
Another prcof of \\'hat is here said may be derived 
from the duty of each among the Faithful to sublnit to 
the Pope and to the Bishop of his o\vn diocese. The duty 
of all Christians to submit thenlselves to the authority 
of the Pope is an ilnmediate result of the sovereignty 
divinely conferred upon hirn in the Church. Protestant- 
.ism, it is true, \\'rc:;ted this sovereign po\\'cr frol11 the 
Pope, and conferred it upon the Church-or rather, upon 
the people at large, the men1bers of thc Church. The 
,vorld owes to Protestantis111 the first introduction of the 
idea of the supremacy of the people, ,vhich '\"as applied 
in the first instance to ecclesiastical affairs; after the 
lapse of two centuries it was transferred to civil society, 
and is no\\- producing its natural fruits in all the 
countries of Christendon1. But this sovereignty of the 
people ,vas introduced into the Church by the I
cformers, 
in defiance of the teachings of antiquity and the insti- 
tution of Christ. The ùivil1
ly appointed form of 
government in the Church is a Inonarchy, adn1Ïtting no 
admixture of denlocratic influence. 1'he sovereignty 
resides in the l
onlan Pontifi
 the Successor of S1. Peter; 
,vhilc at the san1C tin1e a share of the sovereign power is 
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exercised by each Bishop in his 0\\ï1 diocese. But each 
one of the Bishops holds his po\ver in subjection to the 
control of the superior sovereign \vho has his See at 
}{ome, and \vho o\ves subjection to no earthly po\ver, 
but to Christ alone. Hence \ve see the force of the 
maxim \vhich gives brief expression to the persuasion 
and practice of all antiquity-PrÍJJla sedcs a llCl1lÍllC 
.iltdicatnr. I n this, and in no other sense, it has been 
said by some theologians that the nlonarchy of the 
Pope in the Church is tempered by something of 
aristocracy.6 I-Io,v illlplicit a submission the people 
are bound to render to their Bishops ,ve gather from 
the expressions of the holy l\lartyr St. Ignatius, the 
disciple of the Apostles, and the successor of St. Peter 
in the See of Antioch. Thus, he says that all the 
Faithful are bound to concur perfectly \"ith the tnind 
of their Bishop; 7 that they ought to be one and the san-Ie 
n1ind \"jth him;8 that they should agree \vith hiIl1 in 
order to possess the type and doctrine of incorruption; D 
that they should follo\v their Bishop as Christ follo\\'cd 
His Father. lO St. Ignatius assigns a reason for this 
duty of submission; for the Bishops express the mind 
of Christ, as Christ expresses the n1ind of His Father,l1 
so that he \"ho refuses submission to the Bishop, refuses 


ß See Hdlanninc, Dt: SIt/llJll(} J
olltijice, 1. i" cappo v., viii., ix. 
(Op.,1. i., pp, 458, 466, 469. Edit. ROln., I83:!). 
7 "Decet '"OS concurrcrc Episcopi 
entcntiæ" (rVW,'L?i). Ad 
Eþhe.r;.. cap. i,.., p. 273. Edit. Jacobson. 
8 "I n idipSUlU . . . unus intellectus" (f:T; 
oüç). Ad.JI agllesi- 
altOS, cap. vii., p. 317. 
9 "Unanimi Episcopo ct præsidentibus in typum et doctrinam 
incorruptionis" (1. c., cap. vi.), 
10 "OInnes EpiscopmJl sequimini ut Jesus Christus Patrem" 
(Ad SmyrJ/æos, cap. yiii.: p. 431). 
11 ' I - ' X ' IT "", ., , 
1jtJOiJ; rap.... PI(l;-O; . .. a'rfo; 'ì'] 'l'lW{,J./l1, CI;; xal 01 Et;:UJXO- 
:;:"01 oí x.
'7Ù 'reG <;;'
fa'ra Öflt1
f'l';"=; ill '11jð'otJ Xflt1';"OÜ 'lIlW,'L?') fìt1ílJ 
( Ad E fJ h .... ,., .., ) 
. 
l 1" cap. Ill" pp. -70--72 . 



[]1/ i
J' of tIlt' Church. 


7 


subnlission to Christ Hinlsclf. The tcaching of all 
antiquity agrees with the doctrine \vhich \\'C have here 
adduced fro01 St. Ignatius. By the fundanlcntal consti- 
tution of thc Church the Faithful are not only bO
lnd to 
rcnder obedience to thcir l
ishop in ll1attcrs of ecclesias- 
tical discipline, but also to accept and belic,'c the doctrine 
\vhich they rccciye frol11 his nlouth no othen\"isc than 
if it Glnle from the mouth of Christ I--I ill1self. It does 
not folIo\v fronl this that infallibility belongs to each 
individual Bishop; far [ronl it. Each Bishop is subject 
to, and dependent on, the suprc111c central sovereign 
power of the Pope. Should any Bishop set hilllself 
up against the Papal authority, should he refuse to 
accept the Papal definitions of doctrine, he \vould no 
longer be a legitinlate Bishop, but ,yould become a 
rebel; far fronl representing Christ, he \\'ould be ,,'aging 
,,-ar against Christ, and tearing His n1ystical Body. He 
would justly lose the authority that he had previously 
enjoyed, for he ,yould have \\
ithdr
l\vn hill1self froln 
subjection to that sovereign po\ver \vhich is the centre 
of faith and of all unity in the Churr.h, and ,,,QuId have 
endeavoured to set up in his own person another chair 
and another sovereign po"'er in opposition to that one 
which has the sanction of Christ H imseI( 'Ihe test 
of the orthodoxy of a doctrine taught by a Bishop is 
to be found in his adhesion to the l
oman Pontiff and 
in COnfOrIllity \vith hin1. 'This is the one condition. 
necessary and sufficient, to enable hiIU to be called 
the 1J1Ùld of Christ; to allo\\' it to be said that he 
hands do\Yn the type and doctrine or incorruption; 
on this condition, and on this condition only, the 
Faithful are bound to be in perfect accordance \\"ith 
their Bishop. Or \\'e nIa)" put the same argunIcnt in 
a slightly different fOrIn. The people of each diocest.: 
submit to the dognlatical teaching of their Bishop 
because they ackno\vledge it to be the infallible tcachin
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of the Church of Christ; but they need a test to assure 
thcn1 that they are not deceived, and their one sufficient 
unequivocal test is found in the adherence of their 
Bishop to the llzagi.rt['rÙI/}/ of the H.onlan Pontiff: The 
doctrinal teaching of the Roman Pontiff nlust evidently 
therefore be infallible, for the reliability of the teaching 
df each Bishop is, in the econoiny of the Church, no 
more than a rill derived froin the streatn of the Papal 
1JlagÙ'ä:rÙI1Il, a reverbcra tion fronl the voice of the 
Pope 
 at the saIne tiIne that the Papal Infallibility is 
not, any Illore thJ.ll the infallibility of the li\"ing Church 
itself, reduced to the unity of a single teacher. If ,vc 
conceive the Pope destitute of this divine privilege, hi
 
clainl to so,"creignty is lost, the constitution of the 
Church is changed, and of a tl10narchy it beconles an 
episcopal aristocracy. The Bishops, and not the Pope, 
\vould possess the supreIne authority; the Pope's 
Suprenlacy \\"ould be lost, and the Bishop of ROlne 
reduced to an equality of rank \vith other Bishops. He 
,v0uld be liable to account for his 0\\"11 doctrine to the 
Episcopate, to receivc their definitions of faith, and to 
make their teaching the pattern of his OWI1. The 
absurdity of these results is visible to all \,'ho under- 
stand the nature of the government established by 
Christ for the guidance of His Church. 
Again, Catholics of every School agrce in considering 
the ]{oman Pontiff as the foundation-stone of the 
Church; and here ,yc n1ust understand by the Church 
not merely an organiscd society of men, but a society 
Inaking open profession of a particular faith. Hence it 
follo\vs that the Roman Pontiff, or rather' the faith 
publicly professed by the l{oman Pontiff, is the founda- 
tion-stone of the faith publicly professed in and by 
the Church. But the faith of the Church, \\'hich is 
indefectible, cannot rest on a dcf('ctible basis - the 
building Blust follo\" the nature of the founòation. It 
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the Roman })ontiff, the foundation-stone of the faith of 
the Church, fall into error or heresy, either the Church 
Inust fail, or it must be displaced fronl its original 
foundation. But those \\'ith \vholn we are arguing 
adnlit that the Church cannot fail, nor the faith taught 
in and by the Church, and that to be built on the rock 
of Peter is among the essential unchanging characters 
of the Church. If it be possible for the Pope to err 
'when teaching the Church, to adulterate the pure faith 
of Christ \\pith falsehood, there l11l1st be a right in the 
Church to resist, to reject his definitions, to decline 
subnlission to the la\vs \vhich he enacts. And this po\ver 
could not be exerciscd by the \vhole body of the 
j-1'aithful, for Christ ne\-cr intrustcd to the people any 
:-;harc of authority in the government of the Church, nor 
gavc thenl any po\\'er to teach; their duty is to listen 
and SUblllit. Nor can it be said that the power to judge 
the Papal definitions resides in the general assenlbly of 
Bishops, for on this theory, until a universal lnceting of 
the whole Catholic Episcopate ,yas helJ, the faith of the 
Church \\'ould be resting on the insecure foundation of 
error or heresy; and the Bishops in Synod assenlbled, 
,,'ho possess and exercise the po\ver of discussing, and, 
ií need be, COnde111ning and rejecting the doctrine 
proposed by the Popc, \vould themselves fonn the 
founùation-stone on \"hich the faith \,'ould rest. And, 

;ince thc assembling of the Bishops is no ordinary 
occurrence in thc Church, but an extraordinary ll1easure 
reserved for extraordinary occasions, it fo110\v5 that the 
Church in its nonnal state \,"ould have no firn1 founda- 
tion \vhatever; it \vould have merely â. false appearance 
of bcing based on the Supren1acy of the Successor of 
St. Peter. \Ve are forced, therefore, to the conclusion 
that the adn1Íssion of the character of foundation as 
belonging to the l{oman Pontiff logically in\'olves the 
admission of his infallibility, and that they \\'ho recog- 
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nlse the one prerogative cannot in consistency reject 
the other. Yet such is the self-contradictory position 
taken up by the Gallican party of old, and by their 
representatives, the tninin1isers of our o\vn day; \vho 
acknowledge that the Church is truly built on the rock 
of St. Peter, and that the line of the Bishops of Rome 
are the true heirs of the Prince of the Apostles, and 
successors to his authority, and yet venture to call in 
question or deny the Papal Infallibility, and pretend 
that an appeal lies fronl the decision of a Pope to that 
of a future Council of Bishops.12 The J ansenists did 
not on1it to seek support for their cause in so-called 
Gallican liberties. \Vhen their doctrine \vas condemned 
by the Bull Ulligellitlts ([ 7 I 3), they replied by a solelnn 
appeal to a future General Council, and France and all 
Europe \vere filled \vith their scandalous protests. 13 Not 
only is it untrue in fact that Christ instituted I-lis 
Church in accordance \vith the Gallican theories, but 
He could not have so instituted it \vithout Hinlself 
placing in it a gernl \vhich \vould surely destroy aU 
visible unity. In the first section of the first part of 
this \vork ,,'e have proved to denlonstration that Christ 
established in f-lis Church the most perfect unity, and 
that He rested this unity on the Papal Supremacy; so 
that, if the nlatter be looked at aright, the visible unity 
of the Church and the Papal Supremacy are not t\vo 
distinct institutions united 111erely by an external bond 


12 fleury, Oþuscltlc..... Discoltrs sur Üs liber/és de 1'.E.;'glise Galli- 
(allC, p. 13 I. Edit. Paris, 18 I 8. " N ous croyons qu'il est pern1is 
d'appeler du Pape au futur Concile." 
13 Pope Clcn1ent XL, by his Bull Pas/oralis Officii (17 I 8), 
condemned the Aþþel/autes, and declared them excon1municatc 
unless they sublnitted without delay to the Bull Ulligellitlts. The 
greater number cOlnplied with his order, especially after the sub- 
H1ission of Cardinal de N oailles. See Rohrbacher, Hist. Ulliv. d
 
/' EK/ise, 1. 88, t. xxvi., p. 42 I, seq. Paris, 1848. 
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of connection, but they are different aspects of one and 
the same thing; the perfect visible unity \vhich is a 
property of the Church is the unity \vhich arises froITl 
the Papal Supremacy, and l>apal Supremacy cannot 
exist apart from the most perfect visible unity. If this 
be true-if Papal Supremacy and Church unity are not 
really distinct, but are one institution, identically the 
same but receiving different nanles, expressive of the 
different Inodes in \\,hich it n1ay be vic\ved-it clearly 
fo11o\,"s that the same perfection and the same degree 
of perfection 111ust necessarily be found in each. No\v 
\ve have seen that the unity \vith \vhich Christ endo\vecl 
His Church consists partly in the perfect oneness of the 
external profession of faith n1ade by all her members; 
and a central authority \vhich \vas fallible, \vhich could 
by possibility err in definitions of faith, ,vould be power- 
less to secure such oneness of external profession-this 
oneness must be based on the absolute infallible truth of 
the doctrine proposed. It fol1o\\'s, therefore, that the 
Infallibility of the Pope in his dogmatic definitions is 
necessarily in1pliecl in the vety constitution of the 
Church. 1'0 hold othenvise is to n1isapprchend the 
very nature and purpose of Church unity. 
'file argument just given seelns to be conclusive, and 
to adn1it of no valid ans\ver on the part of a disputant 
\vho nlaintains the perfect visible unity of the Church. 
However, in l11atters of this nature it is in1portant not 
to be content \vith theological reasoning, but to listen to 
the teaching of the \V ord of God, \vritten in the Holy 
Scriptures or preserved in the tradition of the Church. 
This teaching is in perfect accordance \vith the doctrine 
\\'e maintain. \Ve \vill endeavour to sho\v that every 
single passage in the Gospels in \vhich reference is made 
to the primacy of St. Peter implies also his infallibility 
and that of his Successors; and that the same doctrine is 
taught in the ,,'orks of the Fathers, and in all the other 
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records of the faith and practice of the Church in every 
age. But before \ve entcr on the discussion of the 
passages of the Ne\v Testan1ent bearing upon the 
subject, it seenlS ,veIl to give a glance at the economy 
of the old Mosaic dispcnsation. and to inquire into the 
authority possessed by the J c\vish High Priest in his 
capacity of Prcsiàent of the Supren1e Council, and into 
the credit due to definitive judgmcnts proceeding fron1 
him. 
1'his inquiry into the organisation of the J e\vish 
Church \vill not be \\"ithout \7alue to prepare the reader 
and sho\v hitll \\'hat institutions he l11ay cxpect to find 
established in the Church of Christ. The older dis- 
pensation ,,-as a figure of the nc'\v; that \\'as the 
shado\v, this the reality; that ,vas the pron1ise, this 
the performance; that ,vas the type, and this the 
anti-type and fulfihnent. The economy of reden1ption, 
as exhibited in the t,,'o Test2..nlents, is one and the 
same, and complete agreement and harn10ny exists 
bet\veen them. Each 111ystery of the Christian religion 
and each institution in the Church of Christ is typified 
in the religious history and institutions of the choscn 
pcople, and a perfect analogy Inay be recognised 
bet\veen the type and the anti-type. The I\ e\v 1'esta- 
nlent, it is true, excels the perfection of the Old 
Testament, as the reality excels the shado,v, as the la\v 
of freedom, love, and life is more excellent than the 
la,v of bondage, fear, and death. Froln this difference 
\ve gather that the occurrence of any ,vant of perfection 
in the elder econonlY by no Ineans Ì111plics the existence 
of the like ,vant in the ne"'; but ,,,hatever perfection \ve 
find in the Old Testament ,,,ill assuredly not be \vanting 
in that \vhich is the fulfiltnent of its promises. After 
these preliminary remarks \ye may enter on our inquiry. 
The High Priest was, by di\'ine institution, the 
supreme head of the J c\vish Church. He held the 
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commission fron1 God to be the interpreter of the La\v 
and the absolute judge of controversies, fronl ,\ohose 
sentence there lay no appeal. The Church of the old 
dispensation ,vas co-extensive ,vith the Israelitish state, 
the people of ,,'hich ,,"ere the peculiar possession of 
God, consecrated to I-lim in the person of the High 
Priest. God 1-1 ilnself \vas the true King of Israel, 
exercising His sway through the La\v \vhich manifested 
the true theocratic nature of the polity, and \vhich, 
pcryading the details of life among the people, \vhether 
considered as individuals or in their donlestic and social 
relations, nlouldecl all, and gave to every act a religious 
character. 14 The IZings \,,"ho ,vere to rule over God's 
people had no function but that of military leaders, 
bound, by using the po,,-cr of the s\vord, to uphold and 
protect the observance of the La\v; the interpretation of 
the l\Iosaic Code \vas reserved to the High Priest alone. 
'[his does not exclude thc existence of royal judges, 
charged ,vith the decision of questions of civil right, 
and ,,"c read of such in the days of ICing J osaphat 
(2 Paralip. xix. 5), but questions touching religion ,vere 
reserved to the tribunal of the I-I igh Priest alone, by 
\vhose decision even the Kings ,vere bound. 15 This 
point is put beyond all doubt by the express ,\'ords of 
the La\\":lG U If thou perceive that there be among you 


14 See on this matter Döllinger, The C,lltile and the Jew, vol. ii., 
bk. x., n. ii., I, p. 335, seq. London, 1862. 
1'> See Josephus, A Iltiquitates Judaicæ, 1. i,'., cap. \"iiL, n. 17 
(Op., t. i.. p. 164- Oxonii). 
IG Deut. xvii. 8- 1 2. "If thou perceive that there be among 
you a hard and doubtful Inatter in judgment between blood and 
blood, cause and cause, leprosy and leprGsy: and thou see that the 
words of the judges within thy gates do vary: arise, and go up to 
the place, which the Lord thy God shall choose. And thou shalt 
come to the Priests of the Levitical r3.ce, and to the judge, that 
shall be at that tilTIe: and thou shalt ask of them, and they shall 
show thee the truth of the judgment. And thou shalt do whatso- 
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a hard and doubtful tnatter, &c., thou shalt come to the 
Priests of the Levitical race and to the judge that shall 
be at that time." J e\vish and Christian comtnentators 
agree in referring this passage to the High Priest,17 and 
the same interpretation is recognised "by J osephus,18 and 
by Philo; 19 so that Protestant Divines, both of the earlier 
and more modern Schools, agree in ascribing to the I-ligh 
Priest the function of giving authoritative decisions of 
\vhatever doubts arose as to the true meaning of the 
La\v. This authority comprehended all n1atters to \vhich 
the La\v in any manner applicd; questions of faith 
and religion \verc far frOl1l being excluded, and fornled 
in fact, the prin1ary subject of the pontifical utterances; 
and questions It concerning the Comnlandlnents, the 
ccreIl1onies, the justifications" are nlentioned in the 
Second Book of Paraliponlenon as being the proper 
subject conling under the jurisdiction of the Suprerrlc 
Councilor Sanhcdrim, of ,vhich the president "'a., the 
1-1 igh Priest himself; 20 and in the Sd.me chal-- te: 21 a 


ever they shall say, that preside in the place, which the Lord shall 
choose, and what they shall teach thee, according to His law; and 
thou shalt follow their sentence: neither sbalt thou decline to the 
ri
ht hand nor to the left hand. But he that will be proud, and 
refuse to obey the commandment of the Priest who n1inistereth at 
that time to the Lord thy God, and the decree of the judge, that 
lnan shall die, and thou shalt take away the evil from Israel." 
17 See tbe Targu7Il of Palestinc, sec. xlviii., and the TargllilZ of 
Oukelos, sec. xlviii.; The Targll1J1S, yol. ii" pp. 61 I, 514 (Transla- 
tion of J. \V. Etheridge. London, 1865); Bonfrerius, PClllatcltchllS 
iJIoysis C011Z11l. itius/raills, p. 971, scq. Ad locum Deut. xvii. 9. 
18 Josephus, 1. ii., Contra, AþþiollelJl, n. 21, p. 1379 (Op., t. ii. 
Oxonii), et 1. iv., Alltiquit. 'J1Id., n. 14, p. 163 (Op., t, i.). 
19 Philo J ud., Dc Creatio1le Princiþis, p. 457. Basileæ, 1554. 
20 2 Paralipoll1. xix. 9, &c. 
2\ 2 Paralipom. xix. 1 I. '
Amarias the Priest, your High Priest, 
shall be chief in the things which regard God: and Zabadias the 
son of Ismahel, who is ruler in the house of J uda, shall be over 
those matters which belong to the king's office." 
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clear line of dClnarcation is dra\vn between matters 
,vhich belonged to the sacerdotal tribunal and those 
\vhich might be fitly dealt ,vith by a royal official. 
\Ve no\v C0111e to consider ho\v far an infallible 
character belonged to the definitivc solutions of ques- 
tions of faith given from tinle to tilne by the High Priest 
down to the epoch \vhen the Synago6'ue ceased to be the 
true Church of God on earth. I t cannot be doubted 
that God granted to the High Priest some peculiar kind 
of prophetical kno\\'ledge, nor need \ve stay to inquire 
\vhether he ever prophesied by virtue of some internaJ 
inspiration, or whether he ,,,as indebted for all his 
supernatural knowledge to the varying appearance of 
the U rin1 and Thun1mim, or stones of the breast-plate, to 
,d1Ìch God had been pleased to conl111unicate a peculiar 
virtue. 22 \Yhatever ,vas the precise nlode in \vhich the 
gift \vas COllln1Unicatcd, \\'e are assured of its existence; 
some gift of prophecy ,vas certainly granted by God 
to the J e\vish High Priest in virtue of his sacerdota] 
character. \Ve find proof of this in S1. Cyril,23 St 
Chrysoston1,24 S1. Augustine,2:> and many others of the 
liathers of the Church, and the l-ligh Priest is expressly 
tcrmed a Prophet both by Josephus and by Philo in the 
places lately cited. The matter is put beyond all doubt 
by the \vords in the Gospel of St. John with reference 


2
 \Yhat the Urin1 and Thummin really were, and in what 
Il1anner responses were obtained, the Scripture does not say; and 
interpreters render those terms variously. .:\lr. Etheridge gives a 
short essay upon those various translations in his "Glossary of 
I lieratic and Legal terms in the Pentateuch," printed in the 
second volume of the Targl/11ls, p. 43, seq. 
23 S. Cyrillus, 1. vii. et viii., bl Joan. E
'aílg. Fra..r;menta, ad 
Joan. xi. 51 (Op., t. vii., p. 69. Edit. 
ligne). 
24 S. Chrysoston1uS, Hom. lxv., Ùl JOll1l., n. I (Op., t. viii., 
p. 361. Edit. l\1igne). 
'j S. Augustinus, Tract. xlix., Ùz Joa1z. EV/l1tg., cap. xL, n. 27 
(Op., t. iii., p. 1757. Edit. 11igne). 
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to Caiaphas, (( the High Priest of that year."26 The 
Evangelist records the saying that 4' it ,vas expcdient 
that one man should die for the people, and that the 
\vhole nation perish not," and then goes on: H This he 
spoke not of hilnself, but being the 1-1 igh Priest of that 
year he prophesied that Jesus should die for the 
nation." 27 The Fathers, including those above referred 
to,28 agree in this vic\v of the meaning of St. John's 
\vords, and they remark upon the low state to \vhich 
the Priestly office had sunk no\v that its holder \vas a 
mere puppet in the hands of the lieutenant of a foreign 
po\ver. " Nevertheless," as St. Chrysostom remarks, 
(( the Holy Ghost ,vas still \vith the Priesthood," 29 and 
he goes on: II Grace used the nlouth only of Caiaphas, 
and did not touch his impure hcart."30 It is observed 
by St. .A.ugustine and St. Cyril that the gift belonged to 
the divine Sacrament and unction of the office of High 
.Priest,3! being conferred by God as a help in the \vork 
of governing the J cwish Church. 
It must not be supposed, from "'hat has been said, that 
the Fathers attributed to the High Priest, in virtue of 
his office, any portion of prophetical inspiration properly 
so called. The responses \vhich ,vere granteà by God IÐ 


26 "Potcst mov-cre quomodo dicatur Pontifex anni illius, cmn 
Deus unum constituerit summum Saccrdotem, cui mortuo unus 
succederet. Sed intelligendUln cst per atnbitiones et contentiones 
inter J uclæos postea constitutum ut plures cssent et per annO"3 
singulos vicibus n1inistrarcnt" (S. Augustinus, 1. c,). 
2- J ' 
'oan. Xl. 50, 5 Y. 
2S L1. cc. 
\ , , ,PI #IV " , 
 
29 IIÀ1jV aÀÀa xru CJ'VTW t;rap'1)v f;'iI TO n
ctJ/.L.a (S. Chrysost., 
1. c., p. 36 I). 
:;0 7..a} rrÇJ r5it/Ui,,':'1 {J.,ÛVOV Èi

XP'1)';'O 1-; Xripl;, rr
f a
 IMapã, zapòía; 
.oùx 
-ta7"O (S. Chrysost., 1. c.). 
:31 "Quod tamen Evangelista divino tribuit Sacramento quia 
Pontifex fuit, idest, Sun1mus Sacerdos" (S. Aug., L c.); xpír5/.L.a'il 
(S. Cyril., 1. c.). 
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by nleans of the U rin1 and Thunlmim \verc certainly of 
a nature different fron1 that special divine influence 
,vhich constitutes the gift of prophecy; and ,ve learn 
from Josephus that at one perioò, on account of God's 
anger at the sins of IIis people, the brightening of the 
stones ,\'hich conlposed the breast-plate ceased for 
t\VO hundred years together. 3
 It is clear, then, that 
the oracle of the breast-plate ,vas intended only as an 
instrunlcnt used by God in carrying out the theocratic 
government of His people, and that it did not form any 
essential part of the religious polity of the J e\,'s con- 
sidered as a Church; and as at one time the responses 
ceased to be given, the right of thenl cannot have 
belonged to the II igh Priest in virtue of his office. 

or do the expressions used by the Fathers, either in 
comnlenting on the passage in St. John or else\vhere, 
imply that a prophecy in the strict meaning of the 
term ,vas uttered by Caiaphas. Prophecy lnay be 
considered in its principle or in its object. The object 
of prophecy nlust be something- future; its principlc 
tnust be an illun1Ïnation granted by God to the human 
understanding, "'hereby something beconles kno\vn, the 
kno\vledge of ,,'hich could not naturally be attained. 

-\pplying this to the case of Caiaphas, ,ve see that the 
object of his utterance ,vas future, namely, the great 
\vork of the redemption of Inankind \,'hich Christ ,,'as 
about to perform. So far, then, it might be said that 
Caiaphas prophesied, but the principle of prophecy ,vas 
,vanting, for St. Cyril and the other Fathers expressly 
state that the proph
tical 
pirit ,vas ,vanting to him; 
yet they say that he spoke by virtue of his pontifical 
unction, and that on account of this unction the I-Ioly 
Ghost ,vas ,,,ith him, and put a thought into his mind 
and ,vords into his mouth, of the prophetical in1port of 
:12 Josephus, A1ltiquilalts Judaicfl', 1. iii., cap. viii., n. 0, p. 120 
\ Op., t. i. Edit. Oxonii). 
C 
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,,-hich he ,,?as entirely ignorant.:1
t \Ve conclude, thercfor(;,. 
that, according to the teaching of the Fathers, the High 
J)riest received a certain special assistance of the J Ioly 
Spirit as a prerogati\'e of his office, ,,,hich assistance ,vas 
therefore ,,'ith him ,,,hen he gave his dogn1atic decisions. 
concerning the true Ineaning of Revelation, This is the 
doctrine of the infallibility of the High Priest among 
the] e\\-s, 
The doctrine l11ay be proved directly froln the 
"ritings of thc Old La,,". In the passage ,,-hich 'YC 
cited above [roD1 DeuterononlY, it is ordained that 
recourse should be had to the High Priest as often as 
any doctrinal controversy arose. All ,,,ere bound to 
subn1it to his decision, and the Divine L
l\vgiver decreed 
the penalty of death against all \\"ho should refuse to 
SUbl11it thelnselves to this supren1C authority. This. 
rigorous legislation is inconsistent ,,-ith the belief. that 
the High Priest ""as liable to err in his decisions. It is. 
conccivable that the dccisions of a sllpren1e tribunal 
should be Inade binding on all, although by possibility 
erroneous, \"hcn the qucstion concerncd nothing but 
rights of property or c\-en questions of exterior religious. 
discipline, and it n1ight be "'ell that thc penalty of death 
should be denounced against the contumacious, but the- 
case is very different ,yhere doctrinal decisions arc con- 
cerned, To insist on cxterior subn1ission to the dog1Jzatic 
decrees of a judge ,,,ho is not recognisecl as infallible, is 
to force D1en to express cxternally their belicf in that 
,vhich at the saIne tin1c they are at libcrty to disbelie\'c 
in thcir hearts, If the High Priest \vere fallible, every 
J e,," \\'as liable to be forced, under threat of death, to 
declare his assent to false religious doctrine, and to 
conforn1 his religious practice to this falsehood. Such 
cannot have been thc order established by God. He 
n1ust have required fro111 His people interior belief of 
33 S. Cyrillus. 1. c.; S. Chrysost., 1. c.; S. Aug., 1. c.; &c. 
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\vhatever doctrine canle to them ,rith the authority 
of their supreme teacher; and, as God cannot have 
commanded the intcrior bclicf of falsehood, ,ve have in 
this conlnland a pledge that God ,vas ,,-ith His 11linister, 
guarding hin1 from error in his doctrinal decisions. That 
must be pure unsullied truth \\'hich l11an is bound to 
believe by the strict and absolute command of Him 
\Vho is the increate Truth. Therefore ,ve conclude 
that, so long as the sentence pronounced by the I-ligh 
Priest concerned civil and disciplinary matters, it rested 
only on his experience and prudence; but ,,,hen it 
regarded definitions in religious doctrines it ".as deli- 
ven
d under the assistance of the Holy Ghost. 
\Ve are glad to obsenT that a recent English Pro- 
testant \\ riter holds thc same doctrine. 1\lr. Etheridge, 
in the Glossary appended to his translation of the 
TargltlllS, remarks that Ie among the typical persons of 
the Old Testanlent, the High Priest stands pre-eminent 
as the infallible counsellor, ,yith ,,-hOll1 is the 
oracle of God."34 
Let us no,,- consider the state of things under the 
Ne\v l
a\\.. "As soon," says St. Chrysostonl, "as the 
I-ligh Priests of the Old Testan1ent lifted up their hands 
against Christ, the Holy Ghost abandoned them and 
passed over to the Apostles."3.J The promises made by 
God to the Synagogue and to its head ,,-ere merely 
conditional, and \rere destined to hay'e an end upon 
the final rejection of the unfaithful people, and the 
dissolution of the compact made \vith them. But these 
same promises l11ay' be considered to have been per- 
petual, in so 111uch as they ha\ 
 a fulfilnlent in the 
Christian Church, ,rhich ,,,as figured and typified by 
the Church of the J e\\-s,3G and in the Christian Church 
3-1 J. \V. Etheridge, The Targums, pt. ii., Glossary, n, v., p. 45, 

.J s. Chrysost., 1. c, 
36 S. Augustinus, De Civilale Dei, 1. xyii., cap. vi., cap. i., seq. 
(Op" t. vii., p. 523, seq. Edit. l\Iigne). 
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they ,vere destined to last till the end of the ,vorld, 
and to be fulfilled in the most perfect manner. The 
Christian Church possesses many prerogatives peculiar 
to itself, of \vhich no participation \vhatever is found in 
the Old Testament econon1Y, for the earlier dispensation 
,vas but the shado"., and enjoyed only a faulty and 
transient covenant. The Church of the Nc\v Testal11ent, 
on the other hand, is the heavenly ] erusaleln itself, 
cndo\ved ,vith the substance of good things, its covenant 
being established upon better promises and productive 
of a higher perfection. Such is the teaching of Scripture. 
J3ut there are certain prerogatives \\'hich are necessarily 
found in every Church established by God for a super- 
natural end-in every Church the existence of \\'hich 
depends upon its safe preservation of a body of revealed 
doctrine, \vhich it is bound to transmit to future time in 
its integrity. One of these essential prerogatives is the 
infallibility of the supreme ruler \\7ho is the centre of the 
Church, for \vithout this infallibility there can be no 
guarantee that the deposit of doctrine \vill be preserved 
unchanged. 
But the infallibility granted to the High Priest ,vas 
limited; it extended no further than \vas necessary to 
secure the pen11anent existence of the J e\vish Church, 
\vith unchanged symbol and exterior profession of faith. 
The peculiar La,\" and the peculiar doctrinal teaching of 
the Old Covenant all pointed to\\'ards the one central 
idea of the l\1essias, Whose cOining to save n1ankind had 
been long ago prol11ised by God, and for vVhom all 
believers ,vere ,\'aiting in constant expectation. This 
idea ,vas to the J e\vish Church a principle of life, 
maintaining it in vigour, and securing it against the 
natural tendency to decay. The preservation of this 
idea in its uncorrupted purity ,vas then a matter of 
vital importance, and to secure this end \vas the object 
of the gift of infallibility conferred upon the J e\vish 
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Church; and the same guarantee extended likcwise to 
all revealed doctrines and divine institutions ,vhich ,vere 
in any ,vay connected ,vith the central article of the 
] e\vish faith. ../.-\nd thus \ve arc brought to see in \vhat 
sense it can be truly said that thc infallibility granted 
to the lfigh Priest ,vas confined ,vi thin ccrtain linlits. 
'Thc meaning is not that though infallible ,yhile he 
renlained ,\'ithin those linlits he \"as nevertheless Hable 
to transgress them, and by so doing sink to the 
ordinary level of fallible nlen; such a limitation i:-; 
entirely destructi\re of the character of infallibility. 
'[he real litnitation of the infallibility of the Pontiff 
\vas t\vo-fold; those truths only ,,-ere brought to hi'.) 
mind ,,'hich the divine ,yisdom had judged suitable 
to be il11parted to the J e\vish Church, and at thc 
satnc tit11c he ,,,as hindered fronl going further, and 
proIllulgating as revealed any doctrine ,\"hich did not 
truly forn1 part of the revealed deposit. "In the actual 
circumstances of the J e\YÌsh Church these limitations 
necessarily found place. Infallibility is a result of 
special divine assistance; it is no ne\v rc\'elation, hence 
it can extend only to such doctrines as have been 
already revealed. It excludes the idea of successive 
revelations. 37 God had n1ade knO\'.il to His chosen 
people a large body of truth, and the preservation of 
the knowledge of this truth in its purity \\ as one object 
of the existence of the J c\vish Church. No fuller 
revelation \\"as needed, nor was any granted until the 
day \vhen the Holy Ghost descended upon the Apostles 
of Christ, and taught then1 all truth. 'rhe possession of 
the ,,"hole body of doctrine ,yhich God designed to 
il11part to thc race of nlan ""as the destined patrimony 


3; This principle belongs to the general theory of development 
of revealed doctrine, of which we shall speak in the third part of 
this work. For the present it will be enough to refer to St. ThOlnas, 
in iii. D ist., XX\'., q. I I, a. 2, sol. I, ad 5. 
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of the nc\v Church founded on the day of Pentecost. 
The Church of the Old Covenant, ,ve repeat, had no 
mission to preserve any portion of Revelation beyond 
the one central truth of the future cOining of the 
l\1essiah, and such subordinate truths as bore upon 
this, and therefore the divine assistance given to the 
Pontiff ,vas circumscribed ,vi thin the same limits. \Vhilc 
he kept ,vithin these bound
 he ,vas infallible, and he 
,vas hindercd fron1 attenlpting to tcach as revealed 
anything ,vhich ,vas not included ,vithin these saine 
linlits. But in the case of the infallibility prol11ised to 
the Christian Church and cnjoyed by it, there is no 
such limitation. The Apostles of Christ 'vere instructed 
in "all truth," so that no future public rcvelation has 
ever been made since the tinles of the Apostles, nor 
,vill be to the end of time; and therefore the infallible 
authority of the divinely appointed Head of the Chris- 
tian Church is equalIy unconfined by bounds and limits 
-it embraces all revealed truth. The Church of God 
in all ages has been under the unceasing guidance of 
the Holy Spirit, but His office in each age did not go 
beyond ,,,hat ,vas required by that age for the fulfilnlent 
of the ,vork assigned it in the divine econonlY of 
redemption. The J e,vish High Pricst ,vas the infallible 
guardian of an inlperfect revclation; the Christian 
Pontiff, ',:ith the sanle infallibility, preserves the perfect 
body of truth dclivered to the Apostles of Christ. 
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FALLIJnLITY A
J) S
 PRE::\f:\.CY. TIlE 
A:\IE P.\SS.\GES 
OF SCRI PTL'RE PROVE THE ONE A
D THE OTHER. 


THE business of the present section ,vill be to establish 
that the doctrine of Papal Infallibility flo,vs from every 
one of thc passages of the Gospels in \vhich nlention is 
made of the Papal Supremacy. It has been usual ,vith 
theologians ,yho havc treated this subject to confine 
thenlselves to the text in the t\venty-second chapter 
of St. I..uke, ,,-here Peter is comn1issioned to confirm 
his brethren; but it is difficult to conceive suprenlacy 
.as existing in its fulness according to the idea held 
in the Catholic Church unless it includes infallibility 
as one of its essential prerogatives; and ,ve cannot 
believe that the ,vords by ,,,hich the Divine Founder 
of the Church first prolnised to St. Peter and his 
Successors the supremacy of jurisdiction, and aftenvards 
conferred it \1pOI1 hinl and then}. should not contain 
.at least 
on1e reference to the kindred gift of infallibility 
in teaching. \Ye arc therefore encouraged to !ook into 
the ,,'cll-known passages in thc sixteenth chapter of 
St. 
Iatthe'" and the Ì\vcnty-first of St. John; and 
{Ioing so ".C find as full a dCluonstration that unity in 
the profession of thc truc faith, no less than the 
corporate unity of subjcction to one head, ,,-as to be 
secured by the unshaken firnll1c5s of the rock of Peter. 
Nor nUlst the proof ""C offer be ùeen1ed inadnlÏssable 
as being HC".J and not founded on the teaching of the 
Fathers. Even if the fact \\'cre so, no valid objection 

ould be based upon it; a constant progress and 
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deveIopnlent in the interpretation of Scripture 15 
perfectly legitinlate. But in truth, our intcrpretation 
is founded on the conlmentarics left us by the F'athers. 
of the Church upon the passagcs in question. The 
teaching of antiquity has been handed do\,'n to us 
through successi\'e ages, and has been a principal cause 
of the explicitness \yhich the doctrine of Papal Infalli- 
bility has no\\! attained. 
E\"en those "Titers "rho dcny Papal Infallibility 
admit that this prerogative "'as enjoyed by St. Peter. 
the di\'inelyappointed IIead of the Church, But the 
peculiar tninistry of S1. I>etcr did not ternlinate \vith 
th.e lifetime of the great Apostle. "Qu'on ne dise 
pòint,"
,. says Bossuet, in his l11agnificent sermon on the 
unity \,of the Church. "qu'on ne pense point que c(: 
l1linistère de Saint Pierre finisse a\'cc lui; ce qui doit 
servir de soutien à une Eglisc éterne11e He peut jamais 
avoir de fin. Pierre \'ivra dans ses successeurs; Pierre 
parlera toujours dans sa chaire."3ð 'Vhat is here said 
is true. The nlinistry of St. Peter shall continue for 
ever in the Church; the Chief of the Apostles shall 
live for ever in his Successors. The doctrine of Bossuet 
is that of the Fatl1<.
rs and Councils, inculcated by thenl 
so frequently that it seCIIlS superfluous to quote passages 
in illustration of so comnlon a doctrine. Since then 
the nlinistry intrusted to St. Petcr ,,-as the Ininistry of 
infallible teaching, this identical ministry ".ill last for 
ever in the Church, and be cxercised by the Successors 
of St. Peter. This fo11o\,"s clearly froin the passage
 
in \vhich the divine cstablishn1ent of this tninistry in the 
person of St. Peter is recorded. By the \,'ords found 
in S1. l\latt. xvi. 18, as \ve pro\-ecl in the first part of 
this \vork, Christ granted the suprenlc authority in the 
Church to St. Peter and his Successors. I Ie constituted 


38 Bossuct, DiscOllrs ,fur r lIllil! de /' E.[[IÙ
'. pt. i. (Ouyragcs... 
t. i., p. 715. Paris. 1863). 
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St. Peter the foundation on ,vhich the Church \vas to be 
built ;39 and it fo110\\"5 that the nlinistry conferred upon 
St. Peter ,vas such as to fulfil a function in the Church 
identical ,vith that of the foundation of a building. 
But the \\'hole building depends upon the foundation 
in such sense that the stability of the one is directly 
Jependent upon the solidity of the other. \Ve see 
therefore that the character of an authoritative teacher 
\\as an essential part of the ministry of St. Peter, by 
'VhOIll the Church \\"as to be nlaintained in the true 
profession of the faith, and preserved from all inroads 
of error and heresy. Peter ,vas to be the rock 'of the 
faith; \\"herefore the stability of the faith itself ".ould 
be in direct proportion to thc stability of Peter in his 
\\"ork of teaching the faith. That Christ promised to 
His Church stability in the faith needs no long proof; 
we need not go beyond the very verse on \vhich \vc 
are comlncnting. H The gates of hell shall not prevail 
against the Church;" nor is the meaning altered if 
\ve prefer the vic\\' of some expositors ,\'ho believe that 
., hell" is here put for H death "-" The gates of death 
shall not pre\-ail against the Church." The force of 
the expression is the saIne ,,,hichever interpretation is 
adopted. 40 \Vhat Christ intended to convey clearly 
:)9 Sllþn:IJ1
.A uthorily of the Poþe, sec. ii., p. 29, seq. 
40 It is not necessary to our purpose to inquire whether the word 
.
ú^a; 
ÒOiJ should be rendered by "gates of death," or by" gates 
of hell." The word áòr;; can well Inean the one and the other. 
- \nd, lnorco\'er, cven 'if it should be translated by "death," that 
meaning would not be inappropriate; for thc gates of dCdth, or the 
power of the kingdom of death, would mean what St. Paul 
alled 
the powers of darkness. X cvertheless, since Christ Inentions 
immediately the Kingdom of Heaven, it seen1S more proper to 
adopt the other Ineaning, of "hell" for the word 
ðr;ç. The 
tluestion will be found discussed by Inost lnodern commentators 
on the Gospels, See also Schleusncr in Lexico N. T. ad 't'. q.ònç; 
Passaglia, De Prærogativis B. Petri, 1. ii., cap. vii., p. 465, scq. 
Ratisbonæ. 
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,vas this: the Church should ".ithstand thc attacks of 
all enemies \\rho should at any tin1e make assaults upon 
her; she should repulse the enen1Y, and herself remain 
unshaken; no hostile effort should havc power to 
disturb the solidity of the faith of the Church: n1uch 
n10re then must the faith of Peter and his Successors 
be firn1, for they arc the divinely appointed foundation 
on \vhich the faith of the Church is rested. If the 
foundation ,vere shaken, the edifice could not stand 
firm. This solidity of Pcter in the faith, the necessary 
prerogative of the foundation-stone of the unshaken 
Church, ,vas indicated by the ne\v nan1e ,yhich Christ 
promised and conferred on Silnon, the son of John, 
It ,vas not ,vithout design that the proll1ise of inde- 
fectibility and infallibility is in1nlediately subjoined to 
the ,vords by ,vhich the office of Headship in the 
Church is conferred upon the choscn Disciple, ,,,hose 
solenln confession of faith in his l\Iaster's divinity had 
Inerited this sublilne function; the second clause thro,vs 
light on the meaning of the first. The circunlstances 
under ,vhich the \vords ,vere spoken must be borne 
in rnind. Our Lord \vished to besto\v upon the .Apostle 
sOlnc token of His o\vn divine po\ver, and therefore 
I-Ie raised the Disciple to a participation in the divine 
".ork and office of the :i\Iaster, and applied to hin1 a 
name \vhich in its most perfect sense belongs only to 
Hinlsel( The Divine \Vord l11ade 1\Ian "'as alone 
primarily and by His o\vn po".er the foundation-rock 
of the Church; but in a serondary sense Peter, him- 
self founded on Christ, ,vas to give support to the 
same Church. 41 But at the same time such firnlness 
,vas necessJirily granted to Peter as \vas necessary to 
secure to the Church the stability by ,vhich it should 
remain unshaken amid all the assaults of the po\vers 
of hell. A logical link of connection exists bet,veen 
41 See The SlIþrc11le Authority of th" Poþe, sec. ii. 
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the two members of the verse before us. The Church 
is to be built upon a rock, and therefore the gates of 
hell shall not prevail against it. The Church is founded 
on Peter, and therefore it shall ahvays be triunlphant 
over its enenlies, and shall ahvays preserve \vithout 
blemish the purity of the deposit of faith intrusted 
to its keeping. This fonn of expression clearly implies 
that Petcr is the inlnlcdiate inlllloveable rock of the 
Church, in \\'hOr11 resides that strength and po\ver \vhich 
shall resist successfully the gates of hell. Bossuet, 
before his genius broke a,yay from the guidance of the 
Catholic instinct, put exactly this mcaning- upon the 
P assao-e' (( Tu es Pierre ,. he sa y s U J . e t'ai chano-é ton 
b . " b 
nom de SinIon en celui de Pierre, cn signe de la fermeté 
que je te veux communiquer, non-sculment pour toi. 
nlais cncore pour toute mon Eglise; car je la veux 
bâtir sur cctte pierre. J e vcux mettre en toi, d'une 
nlanière énlinente ct particulière, la prédication de la 
foi, qui en sera Ie fondemcnt, et les postes d'enfer nc 
prévândront point contre elle."oe Had not Gallican 
prejudices interfered ,vith his convictions, he ,,"ould not 
have s\ven-cd fronl this vic\\" in his Gallia Orthodoxa.-t3 
But our interpretation does not rest 011 the authority 
of Bossuet, nor of any nlodern "Titer; it is in accord- 
ance ,\-ith the yic,,"s of Iuany anlong the Fathers and 
])octors of thc Church. St. Peter is called the most 
finn, the nlost solid, the unshaken, imnIoveable, insu- 
perable and unconquerable rock, and I1I0rC firnl than 
a rock. Such is the language of Origen, It of St. H ilary;"-) 
4
 JIlditlllion.ç sur It'.:J O A7Jtlllgi!es, Ixx. jour (Ouvrages, t. i
.. 
p. 37 I. Edit. eit.). 
43 See pt. iii., eh. ::-..x
i\.., p. ..J.ì I, seq. (O
!\'rage::;, t. vii. Edit. cit. '. 
11 Origcnes, J/ùlIlil. \-., ill l'..'.l:odum, n. 4- \ Op., t. ii., p. 145. 
Edit. DcIaruc). .. Ecclcsiæ fundamcnto ct petræ solidissimæ. 
super quanl Christus fundavit EccJcsiam:' 
45 S. H iIarius, .nt.' TrÙtita 1(', 1. vi., 11. 37, scq., p. 160, seq. Edit. 
\1 aUf. (Op., t. ii.)' 
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of St Alnbrose,46 of St. Cyril of Alexandria,47 of St. 
Chrysostom,48 of St. Augustine/ 9 or the author of the 
Vocatio GCllfÙull,50 and of several "Titers of a later 
date. 51 Silnilar language is found also in many liturgical 
books ,vhich attest the universal tradition of the 
Church. 52 In speaking of S1. Peter, the Fathers had 
t\vo things in vie\\": that he personally received the 
gift that his o\vn faith should be finn and immoveable; 
and that the Church ,,'as to derive from hinl the support 
\vhich ,,"ould a\'ail to resist all the attacks of the po\vers 
of hell, and to oyerCOn1e all heresies throughout the 
\vorld. "The faith of Peter," says St. I-lilary, "is the 
foundation of the Church, through it the gates of hell 
.,hall be "
weak against her." 53 "This faith," says 
St Ambrose, "is the ground\vork of the Church, 
for not of Peter's flesh, but of his faith it ,vas said 
that the gates of death should not prevail against 
it. I-lis confession defeated hell. j\nd this confession 
itself overturned more than one heresy. The Church, 
like a stout vessel, is beaten by n1any stornl}" \vaves ; 


4G S. Ambrosius, Dc Incarllatiollt' Domi1lici SaCra1Jlcnt., cap. '-., 
11.34, seq. (Op., t. ii" p. 711. Edit. :\laur.). 
47 S. Cyrillus 'Alex., De .Yallc!. ]'rÙritafto, dial. i,-. (Op., t. viii., 
p. 865. Edit. l\1igne). 
4'3 S. Chrysoston1Us, .fI01Jl. Ii,-. al. h., ilt JIatt., n. 
 (Op., t. vii" 
p. 548. Edit. 
laur.). 
49 S. Augustinus, Psa/I1l/IS cOlltra þartoll DOilati (Op., t. i
., 
p. 30. Edit.:\1 igne). 
50 Dt 'Vocatio1te GelltÙoH, 1. ii.. cap. 
xviii., p. 714 (Edit. l\ligne,. 
P P. LL., t. Ii,). 
51 The discussion of these passages will occupy us in a later 
section. 
52 S. Leonis l\Iagni, Sacrault'J/tarÙt1Il, yi. (Op.. t. ii., p. 38. Edit. 
Ballerini); xvii, (1. c., p. 4:2); xxv. (1. c" p. 46) ; Litllrgia Jfo=arabica, 
t. i.; iJlissa/c lJlixtu Nt, in Festo Apost. Petri et Pauli, p. 766 (Edit. 

igne, }> P. LL., t. !xxxv.). 
53 S. Hilarius, 1. c. "Hæe fides (Petri) Eecle
iæ fundalnentum 
crit: per hane fideln infirn1æ adverslls C
Hn sunt port
 infernorum.'" 
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and therefore the foundation of the Church must be 
sufficient against all heresies."M St. Cyril of Alex- 
andria takes the san1C vie\v. Having quoted the fore- 
going passage of St. I\latthc"., he continues: U The 
name of cRock' is, it \vould seem, given denomi- 
natively to the unshaken, firmly founded faith of the 
Disciple, ,vhereon the Church of Christ is established 
and based, so that it cannot fall, but shall abide 
for ever, \vithstanding the assaults even of the very 
gates of hell." 55 St. Chrysostom plainly confesses that 
it belongs to God alone to make the Church strong 
to hold up against such an irruption of \vaves, and 
to render a fisherman D10re finn than any rock, \vhilst 
the ,vhole \vorld is \\-aging \var against him; but at 
the same time he asserts that Christ promised these 
things to Peter. "God the Father," he goes on, 
II speaking to Jeremias, promised to set him as a pillar 
of brass, and as a \vall, but the Prophet indeed to 
one nation only; this n1an to all the \vorld."56 5t. 
Asterius too ren1arks that Peter \vas den9minated by 


.j4 S. Ambrosius, 1. c" cap. v., n. 34, seq. "Fides (Petri) est 
Ecclesiæ fundamentum: non cnim de carne Petri, sed de fide 
dictmn est, quia portæ mortis ci (fidei Petri) non prævalebunt, sed 
confessio vicit infcrnmll. Et hæc confessio non unam hæresinl 
cxclusit; nam cum Ecclesia n1ultis tanquanl bona navis fluctibus 
sæpe tundatur, adversus Olnnes hærcses debet valere Ecclesiæ 
fundamentum." 
65 S. Cyrillus, 1. c. rr
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Christ (( rock of faith. " (( Through him therefore," the 
Saint continues, "the stability of the Church is pre- 
scrved uns,verving and incapablc of fa11."57 
Not to nlu1tip1y quotations, ,,-c ,,-ill add only onc 
passage of Origcn, ,,-hich furnishes a clear proof of thc 
doctrine \vhich "'c are olaintaining. This ancient \vriter 
quotes frorn S1. 1\Iatthe\y the ,,'ords, (C The gatcs of hell 
shall not prevail against it," and continues: "To ,vhat 
does it refer ?-to thc rock on \vhich Christ is to build 
the Church, or to the Church itsclf ?-for the phrase 
is ambiguous. Or is thc reference to the rock and the 
Church as to onc and the sanle thing? This seems 
to be the true rneaning, for the gates of hell shall 
prevail neither against the rock on \"hich Christ is 
to build His Church, nor against the Church itself."5s 
\ \' e need go no farther; if all the cOlnnlentaries left 
to us by antiquity upon thc passagc of S1. 1\Iatthe\v 
be collected and conlparcd, it ,,,ill be secn that they 
arc all in accord ,yith those ,,'hich "'C havc cited; they 
teach that by virtuc of Christ's prolnisc, and as the 
divincly appointed means to sayc the Church [ron1 
falling under the attacks of the gatcs of hell, Peter 
becalne the iml110veablc l
ock of the Faith. 
Satan uses yarious Incans in his attempt to over- 
thro\v the Chuích of God; pcrsecutions raised by the 
po\verful Princes of this \\-orId are a fanliliar \\'eapon 


;'7 S. Asterius, Hmllilia ilt Aþost. .Petnllli cl Paubllll (Edit. 
:. Tigne, P P. GG" t. x1., p. 268). T
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in his hands, but his chief hope lies in the endeavour 
to corrupt the purity of the faith by instilling the 
poison of false doctrine; and this consideration led 
St. Epiphanius and St. J eron1e to suppose that by the 
" gatcs of hell " ,vas meant the doctrine of heretics, and 
the herctics then1sclves,5!J But according to the divine 
promise, the Church "'ill ne\-cr succulnb to the cffects 
of persccution or of hcresy; it "'ill stand C\7er firm, 
and its divine indefectibility ,vill be ever manifested 
'by its uninterrupted cxistence and the untainted purity 
of its doctrine. Peter thcn being the rock of the 
Church and of the faith, must never fail to support 
the superstructurc, the Church and the faith, against 
pcrsecution and error; the corncr-stone of the ,\'hole 
building must be itself in1mo\'eable, and Peter must 
be infallible in his teaching. This is the spirit of the 
prayer \vhich is appropriated to the 1-1'east of St. Peter 
and St. Paul in the Sacramcntary of St. Leo the Great. GO 
..i\fter ,\"hat ""C have said, ,ve shall have no need to 
ù\vell long on the nineteenth \"erse of this same six- 
teenth chapter of St. l\Iatthc,,', but ,ve cannot pass it 
over in silence, as is commonly done by theologians 
\vho have trcatcd of Papal InfalJibility; it furnishes 
a clear proof of our doctrine. Thc verse runs as fo11o\\'s : 
"I "'ill give unto thee thc keys of the IZingdon1 of 
Hcavcn, and ,vhatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall 
be bound in Hcavcn; and ,,'hatsoever thou shalt loose 
on carth, shall be looscd in Hea\'en." \Ve remarked 
on a former occasion, that Christ in thesc ,,"ords 


'0 S I ' . 1 .. 1 t . (0 .. ) ' 't' 
.1 . 
plp lanms, L Jlcora ., n. IX, p" t. II., p. LJ.. '::;JÌ...al 0= 

ðfJU ai aip
(jEl;, Y..aì GÍ aipHuápXpl. S. HieronYlnus, 1. iii., IJI 
Jlatt. xvi. 18 (Op., t. yii., p, I2-J., Edit. Vallarsi). "Portæ inferi 
. . . eerte hæretieonnn doetrinas, per quæ illecti hOlnines ducuntur 
tartarum." 
60 SllCralllClItll1ÙIIJl Lcollis, in l\lissa ix. X at. Apost. Petri et 
Pauli (In Op, S. Leonis, t. ii" p. 38. Edit. Ballerini). 
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promiscd to St. Peter a kingly dignity in the Church. 
vVc may no\v add that the clause ,vhich speaks of 
H binding and loosing" confers upon the same Apostle 
a legislative and judicial po,ver of absolutely indefinite 
extension, so that authority \vas given to him to judge 
all causes, and to enact la\vs on every subject in the 
Church. It is ackno\vledged by Protestant commen- 
tators that to bind and to loose signifies to legislate; 
the Church, they say, has the po\ver to make la\vs 
obligatory in conscience; but many among them go 
Qn to limit this right, as though the legislativc authority 
of the Church could go no further than to permit ,vhat 
\vas already la\vful, and to forbid ,vhat ,vas unlawful, 
even before the prohibition. Gl But they have no solid 
ground to allege in favour of this restriction and 
limitation. They say that the \vords translated "bind" 
and H loose" corresponded to certain H ebrc\v ,vords 
\vhich \vere used in thc above restricted sense. But 
this argutncnt is fallacious, for the restricted use in 
question ,vas not common to the J c\vish people, but 
belonged exclusively to the t\vo schools of Shammeas 
and Hillel; for instance, Josephus neglects the restric- 
tion, so that no basis is laid for applying it to the 
interpretation of the ,vords in St. Matthc\\
. Moreover, 
the second part of the verse before us is so closely 
united to the first clause, that the second part must 
receive an interpretation not less extensive than that 
given to the \vords "I(ingdom of Heaven," the keys 
()f ,\'hich \verc given by Christ to Peter. The symbol 
of the keys sho\v that th
 supreme, royal authority 
in the Kingdorn of Heaven \vas intrusted to the chosen 
Apostle, and therefore the unrestricted right of legis- 


61 This interpretation is that of Seldon, Lightfoot: \Vhitty, 
Hoadley, Daillé, and of many among the recent rationalists. It 
is exalnined at length by Father Passaglia in his work, Dc Pr - 
rogativis B. Petri. See 1. ii., cap. ix" n. 118, seq., p. 493. seq. 
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1ation must have belonged to hiln, as Prince, and to 
him also in the sanIe character belonged the right of 
jlld
ing \vithout appeal all causes arising in the Church. 
I'he context therefore clearly ShO\\"5 t!lat no limitations 
can be admitted to the power of "binJing and loosing," 
and the research of Illodern students of rabbinical 
literature furnishes no sufficient ground for departing 
froln the me
ning \vhich Christian tradition has ahvays 
affixed to the power of "bindinz and loosing."62 
Before pointing out the argument in favour of the 
Infallibility of the Pope \vhich \ve dra\v from this verse 
of the Gospel, \ve have thought it right to sho\v \vhat 
is the full unrestricted Ineaning of the \vords employed 
by the Evangelist; but our argunlent does not abso- 
lutely require us to do so, but retains its force even 
if the restricted interpretation be adopted. This ,,,ill 
be seen presently. 
.l\ccording, then, to the ancient Catholic interpre- 
tation of this nineteenth verse, Christ conferred upon 
Peter the prerogative of being the supreme legislator 
and judge in the Church, to decide \\-ith independent 
authority all questions of faith, morals, or discipline. 
St. Peter's nIinistry cOlllprehended each of these 
subjects. And à. guarantee that Peter shall exercise 
this office \vith effect is given by the divine promise, 
The extension of this promise is the sanIe as that of 
the prerogative granted to Peter-it has no linlits; the 
relative" whatsoever" embraces all that is comprehended 
in the prerogative. In other ,,'ords, Christ gÏ\-cs the 
assurance that I-Ic fronl Heaven \\lauld give His 
sanction to every la \V that Peter should enact on earth 
for the government of the Church, to every declaration 


62 :!\lorinus (De Sa cr. Pællit., 1. i., ca;>. viii" L iv., cap. xxiii" 
p. 17, scq., p. 225, seq. Antuerpiæ), and Rich. Simon (Ill iVoti.'J' ad 
Versiollem Gall., l. c.), adopt the restricted view which is common 
aITIong the Protestant commentators. 
D 
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of faith ,vhich he should put forth. Either, then, thiS' 
pron1ise is a promise of infallibility to Peter, or God by 
it engages Himself to sanction and give divine authority 
to la\vs and declarations ,vhich may by possibility be in 
opposition to the principles of faith and morals. I'he 
force of this argument could be evaded only by 
proving that the promise of Christ ,,'as subject to 
S0111e limitation; that Christ really declared only that 
He \\'ould adopt merely such of Peter's laws and 
declarations as ,vere found to be free from doctrinal 
error. But there is no shado\v of a ground for alleging 
that any such limitation is expressed or inlplied, and,. 
in fact, it is opposed to the ,,'hole tenour of the passage. 
It remains, therefore, that the Infallibility of Petcr and 
his Successors must be admitted to be deduced from the 
\vords ,vhich ,,'e are considering. It is strange that this. 
simple argument seems to have escaped the notice of 
previous ,vriters upon the question. It ,vill be seen that 
its force is not ,veakened even if thc narro\ver Ineaning 
be given to the "rords " bind and loose." 
\Vhen thc Fathers, follo\ving the languagc of our 
text, speak of St. Peter's judgments as heavenly;63 
,vhen they say that in his judgments on earth he is a 
judge of Heaven ;64 that to him ,vas inlparted the po\ver 
of binding and loosing in H ea ven as "'ell as on earth; 65- 
by these and sin1Ïlar expressions they imply their belief 
in the traditional doctrine of the Infallibility of S1. Peter 
in all questions of faith and morals. The expressions 
used \vQuld be inapplicable unless S1. I)etcr's declarations 
and judgments ,vere founded in truth and justice, nor 


63 S. Hilarius, Dc TriJlitatc, l. vi., n. 37, seq., p. 187 (Op" t. iL 
Edit. l\Iigne). 
04 S. Hilarius, Tract. Ùl Ps. cxxxi., D. 4, p. 730 (Op., t. i. Edit. 
lVligne). 
65 Tcrtullianus, De Præscriþtiol1ibus, cap. xxii., p. 405 (Op., t. i. 
Edit. l\loreau). 
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\vould the Fathers have assunled à priori that truth 
anù justice characterised the acts of St. Peter and his 
Successors unless they \vere practically convinced that 
the gift of infallibility had been conferred upon the 
Apostle. In the t\VO verses of 5t. l\latthe\v which \ve 
have been examining, one prerogative is actually con- 
ferred upon St. Peter and a second is promised to 
him; he is made Head and corner-stone of the Church, 
the po\ver of the keys is promised, and \ve have seen 
that the Infallibility of Peter is involved in the idea 
of these prerogatives, so that it can be distinguished 
from them only by a process of abstraction in our 
mind s. 
There are t\\'O other passages ,,-hich point n10re 
directly at the prerogative of infallibility granted to St. 
Peter; these are St. Luke xxii. 3 I, and John xxi. 15-17. 
We must discuss these passages separately. The passage 
of St. Luke is as follows :-" And the Lord said, Simon, 
Simon, behold Satan has desired to have you that he 
may sift you as \vheat. But I have prayed for thee that 
thy faith fail not, and thou once converted (È
/a;,pÉ+ctf;), 
confirm thy brethren."GG At the Last Supper, the 
Apostles, \,rho had not yet received the virtue from on 
high, strove amongst them \vhich should be accounted 
greatest. The Lord rebuked them, and took the occa- 
sion to give them lessons of lowliness and humility. 
He \varns them that the greatest among then1 should 
behave as the younger, and he that is chief as he that 
serves He calls to their mind His o\\"n example, 
that He had hun1bled Himself and been among 
them as one that serves. He reminds them of the 
persecutions and trials which, in company with Him, 


66 E 'T .". K ' , 
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they had undergone, but at the same time He bids 
then1 look for\vard to the I(ingdo111, great and glorious, 
\vhich He appointed unto them, as His Father had 
appointed unto I-lim. Then He abruptly turns the 
discourse to Simon Peter, as if the idea of trials and 
telnpta
i,JjJs had brought to His mind the future 
persecutions of His Church, and had induced Hinl to 
reveal the plan on ,vhich the Church ""as to be built, 
and by \vhich it should stand up against and resist 
assaults and troubles of every kind. He calls Peter by 
his nalne-" Simon, SinIon;" He lays open to His 
.r\postle the approaching dangers \vhich ,\'ould threaten 
them all, not olnitting to mention the author of the 
evil-" Satan." Satan could not hide his evil designs 
from the kno\vledge of our Divine Lord, ,vho here lets 
His creatur
s into the secret of the hidden designs of 
the Evil One, declaring at the same time that His o\vn 
permission ".as necessary before these designs could be 
put in execution. This pern1ission is not given to the 
full extent desired by Satan; the Apostles are not 
given up "'holly to their enemy to be harassed and 
ten1pted, to the ilnperilling and overthrow of their 
fidelity and constancy. The \vord "desired to have 
you" (È
;.':"
úa':"o) means that Satan asked that they 
o;;hould be delivered up to his o\vn po\ver, and ,,'e are 
ren1Ïnded of the telnptation of J ob,67 as is relnarked by 
several comn1entators both Catholic and Protestant. 
The po\vers of darkness could not have ventured to 
attack the divine edifice of tIle Church had not God 
first said to them: "BehoIJ, it is in your hand." (is 
In accordance ,vith the V\ 7 ise designs of God's provi- 
dence, the Church, the rnystical Body of Christ, ,vas to 
be delivered up to the persecutions pf Satan, that by 
its endurance of trials the divinity of its origin might 
be declared. All the efforts of Satan \\'ould then be 
61 J b . . . 6 68 T1. d. 
o 1. 12, 11. . .LvI. 
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directed to the overthrow of the Church; he \vould 
use every endeavour to sift or scatter its leaders, 
supporters, and pillars, that these being ren1oved, the 
\vhole buildin 6 might crumble to pieces. I t is clear 
that the temptation to which Christ alludes \vas a 
temptation against faith, for its rcmedy is found in our 
Saviour's prayer that the faith of Peter nlight not fail. 
But as all the Apostles \\'ere alike exposed to the 
persecution of Satan, ,vc n1Ìght have expected that the 
prayer would have embraced thenl all, and yet in fact 
stability in the faith is asked on behalf of Peter alone. 
The rcason of this can be no other than that Petcr 
being the foundation and rock of the Church, the \vhole 
buildinz \vas to derive froln him the strength and 
firn1l1eSS \vhich should resist the assaults and ,viles of 
Satan. AccorcHngly, in the seconù lllen1ber of the verse 
\ve find a direct allusion to this peculiar office and 
function of St. Peter: ".l\nd thou, once converted, 
confirn1 thy brcthren." 
1'he brethren of \vhorn Christ speaks in this place 
are evidently the Apostles, of ,,,holn He had spoken in 
the preceding verse; they represent the whole Church 
of Christ, pastors and sheep alike. Pcter is appointed 
to stren
then then1 all, and to keep them steady in the 
profession of that faith against \yhich the efforts of 
Satan \vould bc directed. On this account Christ 
prayed that the faith of Peter should not fail. It 
follows that the gift of indcfectibility in the faith which 
the praycr of Christ gained for Peter is closely con- 
nected with the effect which this indefectibility ,vas 
destined to cause-the successful resistance of the 
Church to all the efforts of the po\\'ers of hell. FraIn 
this view of the nature of the Ineans by which the 
Church was to be. cternally secured fron1 error, there at 
once follows the personal infallibility of the Head and 
H..uler of the Church. The duty belonging to the office 
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of Head of the Church was that of strengthening the 
brethren in the faith, so as to secure the Church from 
error) and in no other \vay could this be done than by 
putting forth a symbol of faith, and imposing upon all 
the obligation of accepting this symbol, giving it interior 
and exterior assent, and condenlning every doctrine to 
\vhich it \"as opposed. But it \vould be impossible for 
the Supreme Pastor of Christ's sheep thus to bring 
every understanding into captivity, unless his ,yard had 
the character of a divine utterance, and a divine 
utterance is infal1ibly true. Peter and his Successors 
'vere to offer triumphant resistance to the efforts of 
Satan; \vhere the enen1Y caused darkness they were 
to give light; \vhere the enelny raised doubts and 
agitation, conviction and calm \vere to flo\v from the 
Chair of St. Peter: but this divi1}e economy could not 
possibly be carried out if the least room for n1Ïsgiving 
could renlain after Peter had spoken - if by any 
possibility Peter could himself be changed into an ally 
and instrument of Satan. The po\\"er and obligation of 
confirming the brethren necessarily inlplies the singular 
gift of infallibility. The prayer of Christ ,vas cffectual ; 
the Church is secure against all the cfforts of Satan, and 
this security is gained by the perpetual prerogative of 
Peter and his Successors. 
We Inay fittingly close this Scriptural argument by 
quoting a passage from Bossuet :-" Cette parole," he 
says, alluding to the ,vords of St. Luke, "n'est pas un 
commandement qu'il fasse en particulier à Saint Pierre; 
c'est un office qu'il exige et qu'il institue dans son Eglise 
à perpétuité." And he assigns the reason in the follow- 
ing tern1S :_H II y devait toujours avoir un Pierre dans 
l'Eglise pour confirn1er ses frères daijs la foi; c'était Ie 
nloyen Ie plus propre pour éta blir l'unité des sentiments 
que Ie Sauveur désirait plus que toutes choses: et cette 
autorité était d'autant plus nécessairc aux successeurs 
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.des .1.\ pÔtres quc leur foi était moins affermic que cclle 
de lcurs Auteurs."()!} 
If \\'c turn no\\'" to the patristic comments upon this 
passage of St. Lukc, \VC find that thc Fathcrs are 
unanin1ol1sIy of opinion that the \vords of Christ \\-ere 
.addrcssed to St. Petcr alone among the l-\postles, and 
that they contain the prolnise of infallibility to hiIl1, 
[hey ren1ark that Christ praycd especially for St. Peter 
that his faith might not fail, and this prayer \vas sure to 
Dbtain all that \vas asked. 1
his is said expressly by St. 
Augustine/ o St. Chrysoston1,71 and others. 72 They point 
GO J3ossuet, J/äl.. lxxii., pt. i. (Op., t. ix, p. 374. Paris, 1863). 
The argument, which we draw from St. Luke's words in favour of 
Papal Infallibility, does not depend upon the interpretation of the 
participle i<;;'J(J
pÉ-+a;. However, a short discussion of this word 
Inay contribute to render the passage somewhat clearer. Although 
some of the Fathers understood the word in the sense of rt?siþiscerc 
(" repent "), others already took it to denote vicissim (" in turn ") ; 
ocunong these latter was S1. 
\l1gustine (Serm. ccx., n. 6. Op,. t. V., 
p. 10;0. Edit. :\Iigne). This interpretation, which has been recently 
promoted by SOlne German Protestants, as Kuinæl, Bengel, Rosen- 
müller, and others, and opposed by several 
\nglicans, as BloOlnfield 
and .\lford, is then not new in the Church; and it certainly agrees 
well with the context of the passage. :\lorp.o\"er, St. Luke never 
uses the yerb È.-;;"/(J
pÉ:;EI'I for'" to convert himself," without the 
addition of ., to the Lord," except in two cases in which the context. 
forces the word to yield this sense. \Vhene\ cr it is used by the 
Evangelist absolutely, it Ineans 
. to turn himsclf." The phrase 
may be taken for an Hebraisl11, being as frequently used by the 
Seventy when rendc
ing the verb sob, which bears the sense of 
7'i(..-i
'sÙll as often as it affccts another ycrb, standing in place of the 
adverb which modern languages would employ in like cases. St. Luk
 
in the passage in qucstion m
y have followed this Hebrew usage. 
';"0 S. Augustinus, Dt' COyYtptiOllC tot Gratia, cap. yiii., n. Iï 
\ Op., t. x" p. 926. Edit. l\I igne). 
71 S. Chrysostomus, IIOIn. !xxxii. al. h.. xxiii., Ùl. .Jfa , tt. n. 3 
\. Op., t. ,.ii,. p. 785, seq. Edit. 
I aur.). 
72 I n the following sections we will show at greater length how 
Catholic tradition has always been unanimous in the interpretation 
{)r this passage of the Gospel. 
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out the perfect agree111ent ,vhich exists behyeen this 
passage of 5t. Luke and the cstablishnlcnt of St. Peter 
as the Rock of the Church, as related by St. I\'Iatthe\y. 
They say that the prayer üf Christ l11entioned in St. 
Luke inlpctrated for St. Peter the grace of being the 
H firm support" ((J':'
Pl"l/-u
.) of the Church ;73 ,vhilst in 
51. l\'Iatthe\\., the Son of God, in virtue of His 0\\'11 
divine pO\\Tr, constitutes His Disciple the Foundation 
and Rock of the same Church. ï4 They observe, further, 
that infallibility \"as not granted to St. Peter for the- 
sakc of himself alone, but ,,,ith a vie\\
 to the duty 
imposed upon hinl of confirming his brethren, for ",hose 
benefit he \vas to use thc gift he had receivecl.í J The 
Fathers also explain the comnlission to confinl1 the 
brethren of S1. Peter's suprenle JlzagistcrÏ1t1Il, by virtuc 
of \vhich he \vas the appointed teacher of all \\'ho 
should receive the faith. Thus \'"e read of St. Cyril of 
..,L\lexandria: U The Lord said to Petcr-' And thou 
\vhen converted strengthen thy brethren,' that is to say, 
b
 the support and teacher (òlòú()7.aì,o;) of all those 
\\"ho come to l\le by faith."';() According, then, to St. 


í3 I n th
 passage of St. Luke, {J':'
 p í
CJJ is an architectonic wont. 
'=' 
Hence St. Peter, to whon1 Christ said (J':'
p/
OIl 'ïO
; àð5Ì.
oú; CíOtJ, is. 
called by the Fathers {J':'
prll.L('/." the prop and sustainer of the Church. 
ï4 S. ChrysostOlnus, l. c.; S. Alnbrosius, De Fide, 1. i,'., cap. \'" 
n. 56 (Op,. t, ii.. p. 53 I, Edit. ì\T aur.). In the next section we shaH 
see that the Roman Pontiffs often brought the t\\-O passages 
together ,,-hen asserting their divine prerogatives. 
ï5 S. Chryscst.. Dl' B. PluïogoJlo, HOlll, ,-i., 11. 2 (Op.. t. i" 
p. 49 6 . Edit. 1\Iaur.). xà,w iÒEf
)'111 t;;"Epí ()OiJ, iJ,a /.L
 
r..i...í'7:'fi 'Í; 
'7:íCí":'1; ()OIJ. 'ií
a 0011 <:,aún'j; í'.rJjE,1J.(;vía; í'.aì 'T
f t;;poJ,oía; à'7:00íòwc; /.LOI 
, · ß ,'/ " 3 '51 ... , ", , , - . 
'T?1V U.IJ.OI 
II; apa '701rJ.V a,1J.OII 1111 L,?í'i'
/; 'ïíJV CliJ7"1j1l ;-aiJ'i'?í1l '7:aAI'I' xal 
" , . , 1 ',.
 ,." '"\, B d 
cru 'lap, <f'ìí(JI, t;;'O'iE E.;;I()'i'f:--y'a; lí':''ì'j pi ;(1) 'TOU; aO'é ^90iJ; ()OiJ. e a, 
E':J;p. E7.'aJ
E;'[lii St. Lucæ, 1. vi. (Op. t. iii. Edit l\ligne, P P. LL" 
t. 92, p. 608). Other passages will be found in the next section. 
76 S. Cyrillus Alex., 11/ Luctl1// xxii. 32 (Ill Bib!, P P. 111 ai, t. ii., 
, ' " . , _ 1. ' " " 
 - , 
P.4 20 ). ZCJ.I <pr,fJ/, xal (JiJ a;;'O;"; 
'7:1(J7pE't'a; ()'rííPI:;OIl 'TOt!; aU'éAcpOiJ; {JClU. 
, .... J ' òò ' ì '" Ò ' , ,. , 
"'ounCí<;'I,'lHOiJ a,:,'ìíp'y/J.rJ. 7.CÜ I a/17.a ,0; <;,c,J!/ IU ':õ1()':'ECJJ; ':õP(;()IOV'i'!J}1I E/.LOI. 
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Cyril, to confirm the brethren is to exercise the supreme 
ministry of teaching all the Faithful, in such a nlanner 
as to fortify them and render theln proof against the 
temptations of Satan and his n1inisters, no otherwise 
could all the Faithful be sustained and s 1 1pported. And 
\vithout the divine gift of .infallibility this office could 
not be perforn1ed. Theophylact also, ,,,ho derived his 
doctrine fronl the ancient Greek Fathers, makes the 
same COffilnent on the ,vords of our Lord to Peter. 
H Since I appointed thee Prince of all the Apostles," 
says he, speaking in Christ's person, "confirnl the 
others, for this becomes thee \vho art, after 
l\le, the rock and the foundation of the Church."77 
According to this, St. Peter received the office of 
confirming the brethren because he \vas appointed the 
solid rock on \vhich the Church should be built, and 
as such he \vas to support the ,-vhole fabric by the 
massive and immoveable strength of its foundation. 
\Vith the same vie\v the Fathers called him the tongue 
of the Disciples, and of the body of the brethren, the 
voice of the heralds, the eye of the Apostles,íð the 
leader and doctor of all the habitable \vorld.ï 9 The 
phrases thus applied to St. Peter would be meaningless 
did they not import the idea ûf his infallibility in 
teaching. Otherwise he \\'ould be the official tongue, 
the voice, the leader of all the Church, but it \vould be 
possible that he should lead it to error and destruction. 
I-Ie \vould be the eye of the Apostles, but being liable 
to become blind, he Inight verify that saying of our 
Lord- u If the blind lead the blind both shall fall into 


n Theophyl:lctus, Comm, in Lucam ÀAii. 3 I (Op., t. i" p. 47 I. 
Edit. Venetiis). 
78 S. Ephrcm, Serl1zo ill SS. Aþos/%s (Op., Græca, t. iii., 
p. 4 6 4. Edit. Assernanni); III Bibl. Orie1lt., Assemanni, 1. i., p. 95. 
79 S. ChrysostOlnus, Hom. lxxxviii" ill JO..lJl" n. I (Op., 1. viii., 
p. 5 2 7). 
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the ditch." It is inconceivable that Christ should have 
planned an organisation for His Church, such as might 
itself become the source of its ruin. Nor did the Fathers 
limit their interpretation to St. Peter only, but they were 
clearly persuaded that Christ's \vords recorded by St. 
Luke regarded all St. Peter,'s Successors to the end of 
the \\'orld. \Ve \vill say nothing here of the Roman 
Pontiffs, \vho, as \vill be seen in another section, from 
the earliest ages of Christianity solen1nly proclaimed 
this doctrine. \Ve are in no \vant of other \vitnesses 
on the subject. Among the Greeks, Stephen of Dora 
distinctly nIaintained our interpretation at the Lateran 
Council, under Pope l\Iartin 1. ;80 Theodorus Stud ita, 
,vriting to Pope Paschal, adverted to the ,vords of Christ 
as addressed to hinI. 81 Theophylact hin1self, \vhose mind 
'vas nourished on the doctrine of the ancient Fathers, 
and especially of St. Chrysostom, noticed that the \vords 
in Luke xxii. regarded all the l;aithful ,vho shotlld be 
confirmed by St. Peter till the consumn1ation of the 
,vorld. 82 But, above all, Gregory of Trebizond expressly 
asserts that the privilege Ineant by these \vords \\'as not 
granted to Peter alone, but to the Roman Church; 
first, because, Christ prayed for Peter alone, \vhile 
Satan ,vas left at liberty to sift all the .L\postles; and, 
moreover, because to St. Peter the office is intrusted 
of confirn1ing his brethren, \vhich office, as ,ve learn 
from history, \vas performed not by Peter alone but by 
his Successors. 83 As to the Latins, it \vould be idle to 
produce \yitnesses in the n1
.tterJ since the persuasion 


fO I n Cone. Lat. sub l\lartino 1., seer. ii. (Labbe, COIlC., t. vii.. 
p. 108). 
81 Theodorus Studita, Eþisl. ad Paschalel1z Paþal1l (l\Iignc, 
Bibl. P P. Græc., t. xcix., p. I 152, scq.). 
f2 Theophylactus, 1. c. 
83 Gregorius Trapezuntius, De Una, Sancia, Calholica Ji[clesia, 
n. 7 (Leo Allatius, Græciæ Orlhodoxiæ, t. i., p. 550, seq.). 
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has ever been deeply rooted in the vVestern Church, 
,vhich ,vas always under the ilTImediate government of 
the l
oman Pontiff. It is enough to mention the 
names of St. Bern
rd,84 of St. Peter Damian,8
 and 
of St. Anseln1,86 ,vho distinctly ackno\vledge that the 
passage in. question refers to the ROlnan Pontiffs, 
To complete our Scriptural demonstration of Papal 
Infallibility nothing remains but to examine the last 
testimony from St. John xxi. 15, seq. I t is not easy to 
understand ,vhy many among the supporters of Papal 
Infallibility do not believe the passage capable of 
yielding any effective proof in favour of that doctrine, 
although they cannot help admitting that it refers to 
the appointment of St. Peter to the office of supreme 
governor in the Church. But let us attentively con- 
sider its purport, before drawing from it an argument 
for Papal Infallibility, 
The third time Christ showed Himself to His 
Disciples after His glorious resurrection, \ve read, U lIe 
said to Simon Peter: Son of Jonas, lovest thou rvle 
n10re than these? He saith unto Him, Yea, Lord; 
Thou kno\vest that I love 1'hee. He says unto him, 
Feed :\:Iy lan1bs." And He addressed Peter in the same 
Inanner a second and a third tinle, each time giving 
the commission, H Feed l\Iy sheep." No\v on this our 
first ren1ark is, that Christ requires of Peter a love 
greater than that felt for their l\1aster' by the other 
i\.postles; and the po\\'er to elicit the degree of love 
required 111ust have been itself given by Christ. And 
since the high degree of love borne by St. })eter \vas 


"4 
. Bernardus, E'þist. cxc. ad Il11toct: ltiU1Jl II. I
tlþam. (Gp., 
t. ii., p, 22 I. Edit. Gillotii). 
8,) S. Petrus Damianus, ...\i:rtll. xxiii., 1)e ]\iativitate S. Joan1lis 
Bl1þiisiæ (l\ligne, Pl'. LL., t. cxliv., p. 636). 
!-6 S. Anselmus Lucensis, Contra Guiberl1111l Alltiþaþal1z, I. ii. 
(l\Iigne, P P. LL., t. cxlix, p. 469). 
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the tnotive leading Christ to intrust him \vith a peculiar 
office, the extent of that office Inust be nleasurcd by, 
and correspond to, the degree of the love; that is, it 
n1ust be an office excelling that of the other Apostles. 
Thus 've understand \\'hy Christ intrusted to St. Peter 
the care of the sheep and of the lanlbs, constituting 
him Ecumenical Pastor over the \vhole flock in the 
Church. 'VVe need not insist further on this point, ,,'hich 
"vas fully treated in the foregoin
 part of our \york; 
but \ve must point out ho\v the passage bears on that 
Pa pal Infallibility \vhich \ve are no\v consiJering. \ \T e 
say then that according to the foregoing passage a 
broad line of denlarcation is dra\vn between the n1Ïnistry 
of the Bisho}=s, successors of the ..A.postles, and of the 
Pope, the Succe:5sor of St. Peter. "fhe Bishops indeed. 
as shepherds, are to feed and tend their own several 
flocks, the people c0111mitted to thcir care; but the 
l)ope, being the Ecumenical Pastor, not only Inust feed 
and tend in a. general \vay all the nations of the \\'orId 
in general, but he must in an especial n1anner feed 
and tend the Bishops themselves, \vho are Fathers and 
Shepherds in the Church: in other \\'ords, the !)ope is 
the Father of the Fathers, the Pastor of the Pastors. 
The Church of Christ \\'as to be one flock and one 
Pastor; but the organic principle of tha"t unity \yas 
to be derived from the cleaving of all the Bishops to 
the Suprenle Pastor, in all that concerns ecclesiastical 
governnlent and faith. Peter, living in his Successors, 
,vas to feed \vith his divine dJctrine his fello\v Bishops, 
that they Inight each exercise the sanIe tninistry tov{ards 
their o\Vn people; he \vas in his o\vn diocese to tend 
them by the exercise of kingly and judicial authority, 
that the \vhole Church n1ight have both internal and 
external unity. He ought to be the Supreme lVlaster 
and Guardian of faith over the very l\lasters and 
Guardians of faith divinely appointed in the Church of 
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Christ. But \vithout the gift of infallibility it \vould 
Le Ünpossible for hinl to exercise this suprclne po\ver. 
If the Suprcn1e Pastor is liable to error and heresy, 
the constitution given by Christ to His Church \vould 
be inlpcrfect, and 111i6'ht lead it to ruin. Peter is consti- 
tuted by Christ the supreole earthly Pastor of the 
Church, destincd to fill the place of the Divine I-tcad 
Himself. '[he Bishops arc, it is true, Shepherds, Fathers, 
and Teachers of the people \VhOn1 they feed and guide; 
but at the sanle tinle they are themselves sheep of the 
flock of Peter, and rightly look to hin1 for food and 
guidance. That Peter should be fed by the Bishops, 
the Shcpherd by the sheep, \vould be an inversion of 
order. Our risen Lord gave to Peter the charge to 
feed the .l\postlcs just as before His Passion fIe had 
given the comn1ission, "Strengthen thy brethren;" but 
\ve nowhere read that any such function \vas conferred 
on any othcr Apostle, to feed or strengthen Peter, or 
the other tuembers of the Ápostolic college. Nor do 
the Fathers yield us any traces of tradition to supply 
thc silence of Scripture. If then by possibility the 
l-Iead Shephcrd could offer to the sheep baneful food by 
propounding heretical doctrinc and cnforcing it \vith the 
,veight of his authority, it follows that either the Bishops 
,vould receivc the poison at his hanùs, and pass it on to 
their several flocks, to the infection of the \vhole Church 
,vith hcresy and error; or that the Bishops, the sheep of 
Peter, \vould leave their position, and constitute them- 
5clves the Shepherds of the Head Shepherd, and force 
him to accept at their hands the food of the true 
doctrine. \Vhichever alternative is adopted, the divine 
organisation of the Church \vould be entirely destroyed. 
If Peter is appointcd Pastor of all the Faithful, and 
comn1issioned to fced the Bishops as \vel1 as their flocks, 
he must necessarily be infallible. 
The successive Popes, conscious ,vhence they derive 
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their authority in the Church, have ahvays made appeal 
to these passages of St. Luke and St. John, as often 
as they \vished to set forth the grounds of their right 
to teach the people of Christ; they speak of the 
offices of feeding the sheep and confirming the brethren 
as identical, and as explanatory the one of the other. 
As Christ prayed for Peter that his faith might not fail, 
whilst he exercised the great ministry of confirming 
the brethren; so He obtained for him the sarne gift of 
infallibility that he might perfectly discharge the high 
office of feeding the sheep. And therefore Origen,81 
St. Cyprian,88 and other Fathers,s!> \vhen speaking of the 
c0111mission of feeding the sheep intrusted to Peter, 
remark that on him, as on a solid and i111moveable rock, 
the Church \vas founded; as if they \vould say, that the 
charge of feeding the sheep of the fold of Christ 
imparted an authority of the sarne character as the 
prerog-ative of being the unshaken and firm Rock of the 
Church; \vhich "Tould therefore imply infallibility in faith. 
Thus by an exalnination of four independent pas- 
sages of the Gospel ,ve have found four distinct argu- 
ments for the doctrine of Papal Infallibility; \vhile the 
four taken together afford the clearest proof of our 
point. \Ve shall see in another section that this 
cumulativ.e argument has often been used by the Popes 
themselves. I t is most IUlninously put forward by 
Bossuet, although that great \vriter dre\v from it no 
conclusion beyond the infallibility of the Roman See, 
not seeing that the gift must extend to individual Popes. 
Our readers \vill be glad to read the follo\ving remark- 
able \vords, in \vhich Bossuet is speaking of the yerse 
of St. Luke on \yhich \ve have commented: II Cette 


S7 Origenes, III Eþi's!. ad R01lla1l0S, 1. \., n. 10 (Op., t. IV'., 
p. 568. Edit. cit.). 
88 De habitu ITîrgiJlum, p. 176. Edit. Baluzii. 
f9 See the following section. 
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parole revient rnanifestement à celIe où il avait dit: 
'Tu es Pierre' je t'ai changé ton nom de Sio10n en 
celui de Pierre, en signe de la fenneté que je te veux 
communiquer, non-seulement pour toi, mais encore pour 
toute I110n Eglise: car, f Jete yeux bâtir sur cette 
pierre,' je veux mettre en toi, d'une manièrc éminente 
et particulière, la prédication de la [ai, qui en sera Ie 
fondement; f et les portes d'enfer ne prévaudront point 
contre elle;' c'est à dire, qu'elle sera affennie contre 
tous les efforts de Satan, jusqu' à être inébranlable. Et 
cela, qu'est ce autre chose que ce que Jesus Christ répète 
ici: f Satan a demandé de vous cribler; mais, Pierre, 
j'ai prié pour toi, ta foi ne défaudra pas; et toi, confirme 
tes frères?' . . . ('est pourquoi J ésus Christ lui dit 
encore, et non pas à Jean, ni aux autres, dans Ie 
temps de cette pêche: C Pais Ines brebis, pais mes 
agneaux: pais les mères con1me les petits; ce qui 
revient au commandenlcnt de les affermir dans la foi, 
puisque cela Inême, c'est gouverner Ie troupeau, c'est, 
dis-je, Ie gouverner que d'y a[{ermir cet esprit de foi, et 
Ie paître par la parole."90 
If Dr. Pusey and his friends had considered these 
words, they \vould not have been so easy in asserting 
that they \\ auld not object to the principles and tenns. 
of Bossuet. At all events they ,,'ould have at least 
abstained from boldly venturing on the assertion that 
the doctrine of the Infallibility of the Pope is .opposed 
to the original constitution of the Church.!>1 The 
Church, according to the fancy of Dr. Pusey, is built 
up u like a number of colonies sent out from a mother 
country, altogether independent, except, indeed so far as 
the civil powcr unites any number of them together."9
 


00 Bossuet, lJfediiaiiollS Sllr les E7Jallgiks, partie i., mcd. Ixx. 
(Op., 1. c., p. 37 I). 
91 Pusey, EirCllicoll, p. I 
4, 
Ð:l Tract xc., sec. 12, p. 80. Edition of 186 5. 
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Such a Church nevcr existed, but certainly it \vould 
not need any Papal Infallibility. But a Church \vhich 
'\'as built on the rock of Peter, \vhich \vas constituted 
under the kingly po\ver of our Head Shepherd, vVhose 
people \vas to be tended and nourished by I-lim, and 
by H inl confirn1ed and strengthened, such a Church 
as this does require an infallible Head by \vhich to be 
governed, and froin \vhich to derive strength and steadi- 
ness. In the present section \"e have sho\vn that the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility follo\vs froin those passages 
of the Gospel \vhich contain the full original constitution 
of the Church, as it \vas conceived and established by 
Christ; and \ve have proved that our doctrine is a 
necessary consequence of that original constitution. We 
must then condenln Dr. Pusey's assertion for rashness 
and absurdity. 
But \vhat shall \ve say of the French Prelate, \vhose 
\vork has just now appeared in Paris,Ð3 and \vho seems 
to take up the sanlC position as Dr, Pusey in his denial 
of Papal Infallibility? The chief object of his 'work is 
avowedly to denlonstrate that H ce privilège changerait 
la nature de la constitution de I'Eglise."Ð4 In the 
following sections \ve shall have occasion to meet the 
Bishop of Sura in the field of historical facts, \vhich he 
strives to represent as tclling strongly against the 
doctrine \vhich \ve maintain. But in the present stage 
of our argun1cnt \ve do not consider him \vorthy of a 
fonnal refutation. I t is true that a \vhole chapter of 
his second volume is dev0ted to the endeavour to 
,veaken the force of the Biblical argument dra\vn by 
his opponents from the passages of the Gospel, \vhich 
,ve have been lately discussing; but the author does 
not venture directly and openly to deny thc correctness 
93 Dit COIlClt Gbléral et dc la Paix Réligieu,rc. Par l\1gr. H. L, 
C. Maret. Paris, 1869. 
94 Op. eit., 1. iv., eh. v., n. iii. t. ii., p. 94, and elsewhere þassi11l. 
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of the interpretation given by the champions of Papal 
Infallibility. He does no 11lore than blame theln for 
<1uoting these texts-" Sans tenir d'abord conlpte de 
l' enseIuble des textcs analogues, de leurs conséquences 
légitinles, de l'interprétation que l'Eglise ellc-ménle ell 
donna par les actes des Concilcs Généraux et de 
l'expérience historique."!ì5 This nleans that he thinks 
himself freed from the necessity of demolishing the 
Biblical ùenlonstration by thc assertion that some of 
the Popes, especially Liberius, Vigilius, I Ionorius, and 
I
ugenius IV" by solelnn Decrees have taught dogma- 
tical error, and consequently he concludes that it must 
be impossible to dra\v out froln the texts of the Gospel 
any argul11cnt for a position \vhich is contradicted by 
historical facts. But since \\"e, on the other hand, do 
not adnlit that anyone of the Popes has evcr taught 
error ex catlu'drâ in his dognlatical and authentic 
utterances, therefore \ve are justified in deriving from 
the Scripture an argument for thc personal infallibility 
of the l{oman Pontiff in matters of faith and morals. 
Before long \ve shall undertake, documents in hand, to 
sho\v that cvcry one of 
lgr. ),Iaret's boasted assortment 
of " historical facts" is a nlere calumny, invented in past 
times by enen1ies of the Church, in the hope of gaining 
a hearing for their false tenets and of deceiving the 
unwary people. \Ve shall go yet further, and sho\v 
ourselves ready to take full account of the Acts of the 
I
cumenical Councils and of historical experience, firnlly 
believing that thesc uncorrupted docuInents not only 
confinn and givc stability to the Biblical argunlcnt in 
favour of Papal Infallibility, but that they also denlon- 
strate that the constitution of the Church, as established 
· by Christ, nccessarily requircs the infallibility of the 
Supreme Head of the Church. 
9.-; Ope cit., n. i., p. 73. 


10' 



SEC"fION III. 


PRACTICE OF ANTIQUITY CONSIDERED AS EVINCING 
PAPAL INF
\LLIBILITV. 
FRO\! the time of the H..eformation do,yn to the present 
day, Protestant "Titers, both English and German, have 
frequently and boldly asserted that the theory of Papal 
Infallibility is of recent date; that this privilege ,vas 
unheard of up to the time of the separation of East 
and \Vest; that the claim to it ,vas an invention of 
the n1iddle ages, originating at the time \vhen the 
po\ver of the Popes \vas raised to its height by 
Gregory VII.; DG that the clainl received developn1ents 
as tin1e ,vent on, but that it did not assun1e a formal 
systematic shape earlier than the sixteenth century. 
'The hope of depreciating the doctrine itself has led 
SOtne neo-Catholic and Gallican \\Titers to adopt the 
sanle line of argunlent. But an exact study of the 
records of antiquity \vill sho\v that t:1ese "Titers are 
111istaken. Papal Infallibility has been the persuasion 
of the Church in all ages, frc.m the very origin of the 
Church itself; for, as \ve sa\\! in the precedin6" section, 
no less is implied in the very \vords by ,d1Ïch the 
Church \vas founded upon the primacy of St. Peter. 
Papal Infallibility is then no n1ere theological conclusion 
dra \Vn, like so n1any doctrines, from revealed principles, 
and having more or less foundation in Revelation itself; 
it is a doctrine \vhich has been revealed, directly and 
itnnlediately, and consequently it has in itself the 
C6 See Gieseler, Eccl, His!" vol. iii" pt. iii., d. iii" ch. i" sec. 61, 
p. 164, and note 12. Edinburgh, 1-853. 
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substance or essence of an article of faith. It is not 
meant that the doctrine of Papal Infallibility \vill be 
found explicitly proposed in the earliest ages of the 
Church, under a definite form and in the shape ,vhich 
is no,\' fainiliar. I ts shape, and the definite form \vhich 
it has assuined, is due to doctrinal developrnent, in the 
same nature as finds place in many other doctrines; 
but the original persuasion of the truth of the doctrine 
can be attributed to nothing else but divine revelation. 
A double task is therefore before us-first, to bring 
forward the documents \vhich attest that Papal I nfalli- 
bility \vas the firm and constant practical persuasion of 
the Church; secondly, to sketch the historical progress 
and development of the doctrine, and to point out 
the phases through which it has passed, the opposition 
,vhich it has encountered, the triun1ph \\"hich it has 
achieved. The historical and traditional denlonstration 
,vhich \vill occupy the present and four following 
sections, \vill serve to demonstrate the divine origin of 
the doctrine; the history of its develupment, showing 
the source and origin of the contrary error, \vill supply 
an answer to the difficulties raised by Protestant and 
Gallican controversialists. 
Our first argument is founded on the necessity of 
comnlunion \vith the Roman See. The COInl11on per- 
suasion of antiquity regarded this cOIn In union as an 
indisputable criterion of orthodoxy, so that the \vant 
of it was a sure token of heresy or schisn1. \Ve proved 
the existence of this persuasion in the first part of the 
present work, showing that the H..Olnan See was con- 
sidered as the centre of unity in the Church. i\ssuming 
this, \ve proceed to prove that tht. persuasion implies a 
practical persuasion of Papal Infa]ibility. This fo11o\\'s 
froin a careful consideration of the patristic passages 
,vhich have been used to sho\v that con1munion \vitÌl 
I{oIl1e was the appointed guarantee of unity. Thus \ye 
E 2 
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read in 51. Cyprian: (( I Ie \vho forsakes the Chair of 
51. Peter upon \\7hich the Church is built, let hill1 not 
feel confidence that he is in the Church."97 The Sdint 
had already said in one of his Letters, that as the 
Church is one, so the Chair is one, \vhich by Christ's 
voice \\'2..S founded upon the rock. os The Chair founded 
upon the rock is the Chair of 5t. Peter, on \\7hom, as 
the holy l\lartyr often teaches, the Church is to be 
built.!)!) S1. Cyprian therefore believes that to forsake 
the unity of the Church is equivalent to forsaking the 
unity of the Chair, both being founded on the rock 
of Peter. No\v \vhat did St. Cyprian and the other 
\vriters of antiquity mean by the \vord Chair (Cathedra 
or 
pó
o;)? There is no doubt that the Fathers, both 
Greek and La tin, used the ,vord to n1ean episcopal 
authority and office, and sOITIetimes the Episcopate 
itself. But since the principal point in the authority 
and office of a Bishop consists in his authentic teaching, 
it follows that the Fathers used the ,vord "chair" to 
mean principally the authentic teaching, or rather, the 
doctrine itself which is taught; and this meaning \vas 
also falniliar to the J e\\'s, and is used by our Lord 
Himself in the Gospel (
Iatt. xxiii. 2), of ,vhich text 
St. J eronIC gives the following interpretation: "By 
D1 S, Cyprianus, De D 7 Úitale Ecclesiæ, p. 195. Edit. Baluzii. 
The words "qui cathedran1 Petri, super quem fundata est Ecclesia, 
deserit," are found not only in the Letter of Pelagius II. to the 
Bishops of Istri:;t. in the Acts of Alexander II I., and in the writings 
of I vo and Grati3.n. but also in the Vatic3.n n1anuscript of St. 
Cyprian's works and in four other very ancient English manu- 
scripts, &c. The passage which we quote frOlll the Eþist, xl. of 
St. Cyprian confinns the belief that these ,,'ords are authentic. 
(See the remarks of Baluce and Pamelius Ùl toca.) N everthcles5, 
from other passages of the same holy Doctor no fair doubt could 
be entertained as to his belief on this Inatter. 
9S Eþist. xl., p. 53- Edit. Baluzii. "Una EccIesia et Cathedra 
una super petram Domini voce fundata." 
!l9 See De Unitale Ecclesiæ, 1. c., and Eþist.lxxiii. Edit. Bal., p. 13 I. 
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chair Christ means the doct rine of the la\v."lOO And 
similarly St. .r-\thanasius: "By chair lIe Ineans doctrine, 
as He says 'on the chair of :f\loses,'''lOl And generally 
the Fathers, \vhen they speak of the "chair," either 
Episcopal or Pontifical, allude to the Christian doctrine 
of faith \vhich is taught by the Bishops and by the 
Popes.l0
 \Ve see then that St. Cyprian, in the passages 
just no\v quoted uses the word "chair" in the double 
sense, as inlplying both the Papal supreme authority 
and the Papal authentic 1JlogistcriulI'l in the Church. 
This is further evidenced by the scope of St. Cyprian 
in \vriting the treatise Dc Ullitate Ecclcsiæ, \vhich \vas 
to explain the reason \vhy our Lord, having given to 
all the r\postles an equal power, builds the Church 
upon Peter, in order to ll1anifcst unity, and to set the 
Church before us as One. Peter, living in his Successors, 
\vas to preserve the Church in its perfect unity by his 
SUprelTIC power, and by his authentic lIzagistt.'J'Ù/1Jl. 
\Vhoever then ceases to be connected \vith the inlmove- 
able centre of unity, or forsakes the clear stream of 
Apostolic tradition to drink of other \vaters, has no 
ground of assurance that he is in the Church. By 
shaking off the yoke of the Papal authority he has 
nlade hitnself a schislnatic; by rejecting, \\"hether 
\vholly or in part, the Papal authentic 1ilagistcrÏl/lIl, he 
has beCOIlle a heretic. But this practical nlaxim incul- 
cated by St. Cyprian rests beyond all question on the 
persuasion of Pa.pal Infallibility. \Vithout such per- 
suasion, it could not be laid dO\Yl1 as a principlc on 
\vhich reliance could in all cases be placed, that to 


100 "Per Cathcdram doctrinan1 lc3'is intelligit" (In 1. i\'.. l,t 
,JIatt. xxiii, 2. Op., t. ,"ii., p. 182. Edit. Vallarsii). 
Ill1 S. Athanasius, III Ps. i. I (Op., t. i., p. 8o_
. Edit. l\Iaur. 
Patavii, J 777). 
1\J
 Sce Kc\'. F. Schradcr, 5,J., Dc Unit, 1 Ie' R{}11laJliÎ, 1. i.. cap. iv., 
sec. ii., n. I, p. 117. Edit. Fribltrgi Brisgoviæ, 1862. 
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forsake the Chair or doctrine of St. Petcr \vas to forsake 
the Church itself. If the Successors of Peter could ever 
by possibility teach erroneous doctrine, resistance to 
them, and, that failing, separation from their com- 
n1union ,\'ould becon1e the duty of all the Faithful; 
,,'hen then the Faithful are taught to subn1it \vithout 
reserve to the authentic teaching of the Successors of 
Peter, it is clearly assulned that these could not by 
possibility teach erroncous doctrine. And tInts ,ve are 
enabled to see the bearing of St. Cyprian's argun1ent,103 
and "'C understand ,vhy he speaks \\rith so Inuch con- 
tempt of all the artificcs employcd by the l\ovatians 
against thc Apostolical Chair; because, he says, 
"heretical perfidy cannot have any access to the 
Romans."104 By these ,vords he clearly sho\vs the 
persuasion held by all thc Catholics of his age that the 
11lagistcrÍlIJJl of St. Peter's Chair is infallible. 
But the doctrine of St. Cyprian ,vas the doctrine of 
all antiquity. Optatus of l\Iilevis insists on the same 
principle, and sho\vs the existence of the saIne persuasion 
,yhich attributed infallibility to the A postolic See. He 
teaches that at Romc an Episcopal Chair ,vas estab- 
lished, and that through this oue Chair all ,vcre to 
presen'c unity in thc Church. :\Ioreover, he continues, 
hc \\'ho should raisc up' another thronc against this one 
Chair ,,"ould be a schislnatic and a sinner; and hc 
concludes, that the ,vhole ,yorld ,vas in one fellowship 
of comnlunion ,vith thc Successor of St. Peter. lor; No,v 
ho\v could all the Faithful in the Church preserve 
unity in the Chair of Ronle, except by an unlimited 
submission to the authority and to the doctrine of the 


103 S. Cyprianus, Eþist. Iii. ad A 11 !ollialU{1I1. Edit. BaIuz., p. 66. 
104 Ibid" Eþist. h-. Edit. Baluz" p. 86. 
105 ,. In qua una Cathedra unitas ab omnibus servarctur" 
(5. Optatus :\lilevitanus, De Schismate D0111-:tistaru1J/, 1. ii., cappo 
ii., iii. Edit. l\1 ignc, l
 P. LL., t. xi" p. 947, seq.). 
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Apostolic See? Anù this implies that the privilege of 
infallibility had been intrusted to it. If all antiquity 
"'as persuaded that, according to the divine economy, 
the Successor of St. ])etcr had bcen appointed to keep 
unity in the Church by the teaching of his supreme 
1JlagistcrillJll, that lIzagistcrizl1ll 111ust havc bcen held in 
the Conll110n persuasion as infallible. If all antiquity 
believeù that ,,"hocver follo\,"cd a doctrine contrary 
to the teaching of the Roman Sce \vould at once 
becon1e a schisnlatic and a sinner, it 111ust have been 
believed at the saIne tin1c that the teaching of that See 
"'as the infallible reflection of the Eternal Truth. Xo 
other is the principle i111plied by S1. J erOine ",hen hc 
,vrote to Pope Dan1asus: "I cry aloud-' If anyone is 
unitcd to the Chair of Peter, he is mine,' " and therefore 
he besought the Pope to let hinl kno\v \vith \vhom he 
ought to hold communion in Syria. loo The controversy 
\,"hich then rent the Church of Antioch into three parts 
turned on a doctrinal question concerning the Divine 
Nature anJ Substance. St. J erolne thinks it necessary 
tù apply to the Chair of St. Peter,I07 that is to say, to 
Pope Dan1asus, because he ,vas persuaded that after 
Christ he ought to follo\v no one before the Pope, by 
joining ,,"hon1 he ,,'ould be assurcd of being in conl- 
111union \vith St. Pcter's Chair, beyond the litnits of 
whose COnlI11Union none ,,-cre found but the þrofaJlL..lO
 
..-\11 this rc\"cals the long-standing bclief of 51. Jerome 


JOG .. Ego chunito, si quis cathedræ Petri jungitur, Ineus est . . . 
I ùcirco obtestor Bcatitudinclu '-estranl . . . ut mihi litteris tuis, 
apud qucm in Syria dchealu connnllnicarc. significes" (Eþist, xvi. 
ad Damaslt/ll P(7þam, n. 2. Op., t. i., p. 43. Edit. Vallarsii). 
10. ,. Ideo lnihi cathedraln Pctri . . . cen3ui consulendaln " 
{Eþist. X\'. ad IJamas/l/Jl Paþa1Jl, n. I. Op., L c., p. 3 8 ). 
108 ., Ego nullmu primum nisi Christmu sequens, Beatitudini 
.tuæ, idest cdthcdræ Petri, cOlumunione consocior. Supcr iHanl 
Pctraul ædificatam Ecdesiaul scio. Quicunlque extra hane dOlUUffi 
.agnnnl comederit, prophanus est" (Eþisl. 'Xv., cit.. n. 2, p. 39). 
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in the Inféillibility of the Successor of St. Peter,. 
especially as he solen1nly professes that he ,,,ould 
submit to the l)opc's decision. c\-en if it \yere in favour 
of the opinion ,\'hich he had set hill1sclf to rcfute. 
"Decernite," he says to Damasus, h obsecro, si placet, 
et non titnebo tn.:s hypostases dicere. 10f1 The holy Doctor 
,vould not hesitate to aùlnit a dognlatical expression, 
,vhich previously he had constantly refused to recognisc, 
if only Pope Damasus ,\-ould admit it. The reason 
n1ust be that the decision of the Pope ,,-as regarded by 
hitn as an oracle of St. Peter's Chair, ,,-hose conul1unioll 
,,-as the essential character of orthodoxy. I n fact, in 
his contro\-crsy ,yith Rufinus, he docs not appcal to 
any other test of orthodoxy than the doctrine of the 
Apostolic See. For he tells his ad\'ers
ry that if he 
\\'ould consent to agree ,vith the Roman See they "rould 
both be Catholics. no This is as lnuch as to say that to 
be a Catholic and to adhere to the doctrine of the- 
ROlnan See are identically one and the sanlC idea. But 
this doctrine ,,'ould be untrue if heresy and error could 
possibly have any access to the Chair of St. Peter, or if 
this could fail even for a time to be the infallible organ 
of Christ. 
./\. vic,,- precisely the sanle ,,-as held by that other 
great Doctor of the Church, St. Ambrose. He pro- 
clain1ed the maxi In, ,\'hich "'as recei\-ed all over the 
Church, that "they ,,,ho do not hold to 51. Peter's Chair 
cannot have any portion in St. Peter's inhcritance."Il] 
He teaches that" to hold comlnunion \\'ith the Catho1ic 


lo!) .E.pi:ì!. X\-., cit.. n. 4, pp. 4-0, 41. 
110 ,. Fidem SUa111 qual11 \"ocat? . . . Si Romanml1 responderit. 
ergo Catholici SU111US" (Contra RlIjilllllll, 1. i., n. 4, Op" 1. ii., pt. i.
 
p. 461. Edit. Vallarsii). 
111 D J ) . ' 1 ' ,. (0 .. :'\ ,. N 
C lrllllt'll!Ul,. I,. cap. \'11. n. 33 p,. 1. H., p. 399). un 
habent Petri hæreditateln qui Petri seden1 non haben1." Those 
who read .'qui Pctrifidt'lll non habent," suit our purpose still bcttcr_ 
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Bishops means nothing else than to hold it ,,,ith the 
Ronlan Church." 112 And, nloreover, he expressed the 
same idea in a most pointed manner ,vhen saying- 
., \Vhere Peter is, there is the Church; and \\'here the 
Church is, there is no death, but eternal life."113 No,y 
the foregoing passages of the great Doctor reveal 
nothing else than ,yhat ,vas the con1mon persuasion of 
antiquity-that the Roman Chair ,,,as not only the 
centre of authority and jurisdiction in the Church, but 
also the infallible organ of Catholic doctrine. No other 
meaning can be ascribed to the saying that being 
Catholic ilnplies agreeing ,vith the Roman Church. 
Unquestionably to be a Catholic imports t\vo things. 
First, to believe the ,yhole doctrine which is believed in 
the Church of Christ; secondly, to be subject to the 
supreme jurisdiction of the Vicar of Christ in the unity 
of one body. He \\'ho is \vanting in the former property 
is a heretic; he ,\'ho does not possess the latter is a 
schismatic. But S1. Alnbrose, ,vith all antiquity, 
doubted not that he who agreed ,vith the l
oman See 
,vas unequivocally a Catholic; they must, then, have 
had a deeply-rooted conviction that he \vho agrees 
,,'ith the Roman Church not only satisfies the second 
condition of being connected \vith the centre of Catholic 
authority, but also that he like\\'isc fulfils the first con- 
cerning Catholic doctrine. And this evidently illlplies 
the persuasion of Papal I nfallibility. It could not be 
said absolutely that he ,,,ho admits the doctrine of the 
.t\postolic See is essentially Catholic and orthodox in 
his doctrine unless the doctrine of the .A.postolic See be 
essentially Catholic and orthodox. And such an à priori 
argument concerning the orthodoxy of that See can 
have no ground but the conviction of its infallibilit).. 
112 St.:rmo de Excess/l fraln's slIi Sat)'ri, 1. i., n. 47 (Op., t. ii., 
p. 112 7). 
113 Enarr., III ])s. xl., n. 30 (Op" t. i., p, 879). 
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Again, that essential link of connection behveen Peter 
and the Church, as pointed out by St. Ambrose, 
necessarily conveys the idea of Papal Infallibility. For 
the true Church is there, \vhere Peter and his Successors, 
\vith their authority and their doctrine, are found, and 
it is evident that the ilntnaculate dove of the Church 
could not possibly be connected \vith an institution 
\vhich is in itself liable to error and heresy. Therefore 
the holy Doctor rightly denounces the Novatians a
 
heretics, because they had broken asunder their com- 
11lunion \vith St. Peter's See. 
The illustrious African Doctor, St. Augustine, ,vho 
\vas reg
rded in his age as an oracle of Catholic 
doctrine, clearly attests the fact on \vhich \\'e arc 
insisting. He lays do\vn the universal nlaxinl that 
he ,\"ho does not hold comnlunion ,vith the Roman 
Pontiffs cannot be a Catholic, nor have any claim to 
that honourable nanle. In fact, this is the principal 
argunlent \vhich he urges against the Donatists \vhen 
proving that they '\"cre cut off from the Church of 
Christ. After having enunlerated the I)opes from St. 
l)eter do,\'n to the then reigning Pontiff, Anastasius, he 
remarks that "in that catalogue no Donatist Bishop is 
found. Hll ! \Vhence he concludes that his adversaries 
,vere separated from the Church, so that there ,vas no 
hope for thenl unless they \yere again engrafted upon 
the root. 11 :> It See111S that 51. Augustine is here alluding 


114 E "/," I '." d G . (0 ., 6 
ylSt. Ill. a ellCrOSll111, cap. I., n. 2 , p., t. lJ., p. 19 . 
Edit. l\Iigne). 
1l
 St, Augustine calls the Donatists on that account þræcisos. 
" Unda illis parum est, quod præcisos esse non pudet, nec sibi 
subveniant, ut cum possint, nisi ctiam secum alios præciderc, et 
sicut ligna arida in ignenl destinare conentur 11 (Ibid., n. I). There- 
fore he exhorts Generosus not to listen to thel11 who" illunl a toto 
præcidere et in partcn1 contrudere conantur et alienare a pronlissis 
Dei" (Ibid.). As reascn for this he subjoins the argun1cnt referred 
to in the text. 
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to St. Cyprian's expression, \vho called the I
oman See 
Ecclcsiarlt1Jl 1l1atricCl1l ct 1 adicc1Jl. Consequently, as a 
branch must \\'ither away if torn from the root, so a 
Christian must forfeit the character of Catholic if cut 
off fron1 the l
on1an Chair. In accordance \vith this 
teaching, the same DI)ctor brings the charge of impiety 
and arrogance against those \\'ho do not subnlit to the 
supreme authority of the Roman See. And he rests 
his assertion on t\\.o principles; first, the necessity of 
faith for the purpose of gainin
 \visdonl and attaining 
salvation; secondly, the necessity of an authentic 
lIzagistcriulll, in order to understand the Scripture and 
learn the revealed doctrine. :N O\V he argues that 
nobody can possess faith if he resist the authority of 
the j\ postolic Roman See, and nobody can have true 
knowledge of the doctrine of the Scriptures unless he 
receive it at the hands of the Apostolic Church itself. UG 
'Ve gather from this the belief of St. Augustine, that 
the Church of I
ome and the Pope \\'ho sits in St. 
Peter's Chair are infallible in their definitions. And 
observe the reason for \\"hich, \vhen arguing against] ulian 
the Pelagian, he says that it \\'as not \\'orth \vhile to 
appeal to the Oriental Fathers. Because, he renlarks, 
they are Christians, and the faith both of the East and 
of the \Vest is only one. But the means by ,,'hich he 
professes to kno,," \\'hat ""as the faith of all the Church 
\\'ith regard to the Pelagian controversy, is the authentic 


IUS Dt' Utili/aft: cn:dollli, cap. \:vii" 11. 35 (Op" t. ,'iii., p. 91. 
Edit. \1 igne). ,. Cui (A.postolicæ Sedi) nolle primas dare vcJ 
summæ profccto impietatis cst, vel præcipitis arrogantiæ. N aln si 
nulla certa ad sapientialn salutemque anilnis via cst, nisi cunl eos 
rationi præcolit fides; quid est aliud ingratum esse opi atque 
auxilio divino qualn tanto laborc pr
rdictæ auctoritati velle resis- 
tere? Et si unaquæque disciplina quanquanl vilis et facilis ut 
recipi possit doctorenl atque nlagistrmu rcquirit, quid temerariæ 
superbiæ plenius 4ua111 dh'inormn sacramentorunl libros et ab 
intcrprctibus suis nolle cognosccre ct incognitos velIe d.1mnare?" 
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definition of the Pope. Therefore," I think," he goes 
on, "that that part of the ,vorld should have been 
sufficicnt to thee in ,vhich the Lord ,yas pleased to 
crO\Vl1 \\'ith a most glorious martyrdol11 the first of His 
Disciples. That if you had been \villing to listen to the 
blessed Innocent \vho presided over that Church, you 
\vould have preserved your un\\"ary youth froin the nets 
laid for you by the Pelagians, For \vhat other doctrine 
could that holy Inan forward in his ans,,,er to the 
Afri
an Synods, if not that which froIn the first ages 
the Apostolic See and the Roman Church, in accord 
,,"ith the other Chul ches throughout the \vodd, hold 
\\'ith unchangeableness." 117 N O\V the Infallibility of the 
Pope is the only reason ,,,hy he could not pronounce 
any sentence in the n1atter except \vhat "'as in con- 
fonnity \"ith the doctrine of antiquity and of the 
Universal Church. So that his authentic definitions 
cannot in any nlanncr disagree from the sentence of 
antiquity and of the \,'hole Church, becausc both are 
due to the sanlC identical supernatural assistance of the 
Spirit of God, \Vho leads the Church into the path of 
truth and pi eserves it from any shade of error. But 
before the final definitive sentence of thè Pope, we 
cannot infallibly kno\v ,\.hat is the doctrine of the 
Universal Church. In order to prove that this is really 
the vie,v taken by the holy Doctor on the doctrine of 
the Papal Infallibility, \ve \,'ill call the attention of our 
readers to the judgnlent passed by St. Augustine on the 
definitive condemnation of the Pelagians issued by Pope 
Innocent 1. As early as the year 416 the heresies of 
Pelagius had been condemned by t\vo African Synods, 
,vhich had sent their sentence to the Roman See, but 
the Puntiff had not yet pronounced his final judgment. 
Well, in the n1eantime 51. Augustine \\Tote to Bishop 
111 Contra ']llliall1tllz ])t..'la;:.iallU1Jl, 1. i., cap. iv.
 nn. 13, 14 (Gp., 
t. ix., p. 648. Edit. I\Iigne). 
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I-lilary on the subject of the Pelagian heresies. In his 
letter he nlentions that at the tinle two African Councils 
had already proscribed that new heresy, and that letters 
asking for the confirmation of the decision had been 
dispatched to Ronle; he declares that the heresy \vas 
hostile to the gracc of Christ, and had risen up in 
opposition to I-lis Church. 11M Nevertheless, he pointedly 
asserts that the heretics ",vere not yet c'Z)idclll!y sepa- 
rated fronl the Church."1l9 
O\v St. Augustine knc\v 
,veIl that the Pelagian error \vas against the Church of 
Christ, that is to say, against its doctrine and its faith. 
He was like\\'ise aware that the heresy had been 
condemned by sevcral Councils, and yet he asserts that 
it 'vas not yet evident 'whether the heresy ,vas severed 
fronl Christ's Church. \Vhcnce was the light to shine 
that \vould nlake the separation evident? U nàoubtedly 
fronl the supreme and definite judgment of the Pope. 
In fact, as soon as Innocent I. in 4[7 sent his final 
sentence to the African BishJps, St. A ugustine changed 
his tone. In one of his sermons to the people he 
solemnly denounced the new heretics, and urged upon 
the Faithful no longer to sho\v them a sinful mercy. 
&( Fratres niei," he says, ". . . ubi tales inveneritis, 
occultare nolite. Redarguite contradicentes, et resis- 
tentes ad nos perducitc."l
o And \vhat is the ground 
of this firm and bold language? He shall give us his 
o,vn ans\\'cr. "J anl enim de hac causa duo concilia 
nlissa sunt ad Scdcnl Apostolicam, inde ctiatll rescripta 
venerunt. Causa finita est." 1:Z1 In other "yords,. the 


118 E ^ 0 1 0.. d H O z 0 E ',f, 0' 

 pzst. C xX\'lll. a 1 arzum 'Yo, nn. I, 2 (Op., t. H., p. 773. 
Edit. )'Iigne). 
119 "1\ ova quædan1 hærcsis inimica gratiæ Christi contra 
Ecclcsiam Christi conatur exsllrgcrc; sed nondum c\'identer ab 
Ecclcsia scparata" (Ibid., n. I). 
LO ..'Ù:r11l. cxxxi., n. x., n. 10 (Op., t. v., p. 734. 1Iigne). 
121 L. c. 
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decision of Innocent 1. brought the cause to an end, 
and dispelled any doubt \\"hatever as to the Pelagian 
sect being evidently separated frorn the Church. No\v 
evidence of this sort could not be created by a final 
decision of the Pope unless the decision bore the 
character of an infallible utterance. In conclusion, 
then, S1. Augustine, in inculcating the necessity of 
cOll1munion of faith ,,"ith the H.ornan See, acted upon 
the finn persuasion that the I
oman See ,vas the 
incorruptible source of Catholic doctrine. 
But ,ve need not ,vonder that the Fathers n1entioneù 
above speak so clearly in favour of the universal per- 
suasion of Christian antiquity, that no orthodoxy could 
ever exist unless in cotnmunion of faith \vith the Ronlan 
See; and that this necessity is the result of that See 
bein'T the authentic infallible source of the Catholic 
., 
teaching. That doctrine had been fully acknowledged 
fronl the \'ery beginning of Christianity, and stated in 
an irrefragable manner by St. lrenæus, \vhose Inaster, 
St. Polycarp, \vas a disciple ùf the Apostles. I lis 
doctrine, it cannot be doubted, "'as the doctrine of the 
Apostles, especially in \vhatever concerns the organi- 

ation of the Church and its original 1Jlagisicrizull. St. 
Epiphanius did not hesitate to call hinl the admirable 
and blessed Successor of the Apostles, filled \vith gifts 
of the Holy Ghost.1 22 No\\.' this learned Doctor of the 
Church, after having laid do\':n the great dogmatic 
principle, testified by the whole of antiquity, that the 
uneqllivocal test of orthouoxy consists in the doctrine 
being found in the Apostolic Churches and translnitted 
by the continual succession of the Bishops,123 points 
out that the teaching of the .i\postolic Churches 111ust 


1
3 S. Epiphanius, Ha:r., xxiv., n. 8; xxxi., n. 33 (Op., t. i., p. 73. 
Edit. Petavii). 
123 C{llltra Hæreses,1. iii., cap. iii., n. r, p. 175. Edit. 11assueti. 
,
 TraditionCln itaque Apostolorlnn in toto mundo Inanifestatanl, in 
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necessarily be in accord \vith that of the Roman Sec. 
He reasons as follows: \Ve have no need to number 
up the successions of the Bishops of all the Apostolical 
Churches in order to confound the enemies of the faith; 
\ve may oYcrpo\\'cr then1 by merely setting forth the 
succession of the Ronlan Bishops, \\'ho have laid do\\rn 
the immaculate doctrine intrusted to thenl by the 
j-\postles Peter and Paul, and consecrated \vith their 
blood."124 To justify this assertion, he continues: U Ad 
hanc cnim Ecclesiam propter potiorenl principalitatem 
necesse est omnenl convenire Ecc1esiatn, hoc est, eos 
qui sunt undique fiJele5, in qua semper ab his, qui 
sunt undique, conservata est ea quæ est ab Apostolis 
traditio "12
}_u For with this Church, on account of its 
predominant authority, every Church must necessarily 
agree; that is to say, the Faithful throughout the 
,,,"orld; for in it the tradition \vhich comes from the 
.L\postles has ever been preserved by aU Christians." 
'[his classical passage of so learned and so ancient a 
Father affords us one of the I110st evident proofs of 
the universal persuasion of the Papal Infallibility. The 
proposition of St. Irenæus is certainly not Inerely 
historical; it contains the enunciation of a principle. 
He does not say that all the Churches agree \vith the 
traditional doctrine of the ROlnan Church; but that 


omni Ecclesia adest respicere omnibus qui vera velint videre; et 
habemus annumprare eos qui ab Apostolis instituti suut Episcopi 
ct 5uccessores eorum usque ad nos,:' &c. 
1
-l "Sed quonianl valdc longum est in hoc tali volumine omnium 
Ecclesiarmu enumerare successiones, maximæ ct antiquissimæ et 
omnibus cognitæ, a glorio
issimis duobus f\ postolis Petro et Paulo 
Romæ fundatæ et constitlltæ EccIcsiæ, e3.m quam habet ab Apos- 
tolis Traditionem, et annllntiatam hominibus fidem per succc3siones 
episcoporllm pervenientem usque ad nos indicantes. confundimus 
omncs cos, qui quoqllOlnodo, vel per sibi placcntia, vel vanaln 
gIoriam," &c. (I. c" n. 2). 
12'; Ibid., pp. 175, 17 6 . 
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all ought to agree \vith it neces'3ariIy and as a duty. 
Again, he adds that the Faithful scattered all over 
the \vorld, stcadily hold the true Apostolic tradition, 
because they keep united ,vith the !{oman See, That 
is to say, the l{oman Church is the head fountain of 
the Apostolic doctrine; so that ,,-hoever subn1its to its 
lIzagistcriztlll is certain to receive the doctrines of the 
Apostles. This is, in fact, a solenln profession of the 
Infallibility of the Roman See. Unless the Roman See 
\vere the infallible organ of the Apostolic teaching, \ve 
could not be certain that to hold to the H..oman doctrine 
is to hold to the orthodox faith; and, therefore, if all 
the Faithful are bound to hold to thc Roman doctrine. 
the reason nlust be that the Roman See is the divinely 
appointed centre of unity in faith. r'\.nd let us rCtnark, 
that St. Irenæus, ,,,hile laying down the doglnatic 
rnaxinl that the Apostolic doctrine is that ,vhich is 
held by the Apostolic Churches handed do\vn to us by 
the regular successions of their Bishops, referred to the 
I
oman Church alone, among so many Churches of 
Apostolic foundation, as the centre of union in faith. 
\Vhy is this? The reason is, that each of the Apostolic 
Churches, taken by itself, is liable to error and heresy, 
therefore a partial separation fron1 them may S0l11etÍ1nes 
be a duty for Catholics; \vhile the only Church inacces- 
sible to error and heresy is the l{oolan. On this account 
all the Faithful and all the Churches arc bound to be 
in cOlnnlunion of faith \vith this one Church in order 
to secure infallibly the pO:5session of the A postolicaI 
doctrine. Again, \vhy in the teaching of St. Irenæus 
is the H..on1an Church alone endowed ,,-jth this super- 
natural prerogative? The reason is plainly assigned- 
"propter potiorem principalitatern;" not nlerely on 
account of a special exercise of divine liberality, but 
principally because of the Papal Prinlacy established 
at !{on1e by the fact of St. Peter founding there his 
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J1:piscopal See and retaining it until death. Protestant:-; 
and ultra-Gallicans have long endeavoured to adulterate 
the n1eaning of the \vord þrillcipalitatl'11l in the foregoing 
passage. and they have been encourdgcd by the circum- 
stance that the loss of the original Greek text gives a 
\\'ide scope for conjecture. But thert: is no need to 
notice here the lnany fanciful interpretations ,,'hich have 
been put fOr\\'ard in the hope of \\-eakcning the force 
of the testimony. ..A. parallel pas
age of the same holy 
Doctor \\'ill at once suffice to show. the purport of the 
Latin ,,'ord, and help us to guess \\'hat term the ,vriter 
ell1ployed in his original text. In the fourth book he 
speaks as fo11o\\'s: .. Sic principalitatell1 quidcn1 habet 
in 011U1ibus Deus, quoniall1 et solus infectus et prior 
o111niull1, et 0111nibus, ut sint, ipse èst causa; reliqua 
vera on1nia in subjectione 111anent Dei."120 In the 
Greek text, ,,-hich still survives, the phrase in question 
is expressed by the \Yords-':;-f
7"=
=1 i
 ,::êirilll 
 0;ó;. 
Xo,,', according to St. Irenæus, God possesses that 
suprerne principality over all creatures, because being 
eternal He had not I-lis origin fronl thenl. and He ga\'c 
thenl origin by the po\\'cr of His creative ""ord. It 
follo\\'s that the \\'ord þrillciþalitas, applied to thc 
Ron1an Church. itnplies not only that this Church is 
by itself the first authentic and original Church of 
Christ, but also that it gives origin and beginning to 
the others by engrafting thenl in the unity of Christ's 
Hody. The \\"ords \d1Ïch St. Irenætls used in the 
disputed passage having probably bccn-ôlà ':'ò í7.U"'':J7''EPOV 
'-;PWT:fflV. ... \nd this vie\\- is confinned by the judglnent 
of a great scholar, certainly no friend of Roman clain1s, 
Saln1asius, ,,'ho believed that the \\'ord prillciþalita.\' 
n1 ust have been expressed by St. I rènæus by the \\"orù 
'7p
T=ro\i. In using this expression the holy Doctor 

aid no I110rC than St. Cyprian said in .Africa, ,,"hen 
1:!1; Op. cit,
 1. ir.. cap. ).x:\.\"iii.: n. 3. pp. 28..J.. 
85. 
F 
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he called the H..ornan Church Ecc/esiaJIt principatoll,l?:: 
or "hen he tenned it Eccll'siæ Cath{)licæ radicclIl ct 
1IlatriccJJI,I"2ö or ,\-hen h
 styled it the source Undc saceJ"'- 
d{)tatis 1I1litas exorta l'st.1"!.tt St. Irenæus, then, Incant 
by that \\
ord thc supren1c authority of the Pope in 
the very sensc in ,,-hich it is understood by Catholics, 
H is reasoning, then, cornes to this: Every Church must 
neccssarily agree ,yith the faith of thc Ron1an Church, 
because of its suprClne authority, by \\'hich it is the 
infallible organ of the Catholic truth, and the great 
pdttenl of Apostolic doctrine ,,'hich it is n
cessary to 
believe. But all that is here said refers to the Popc, 
since Ron1c \\"oltld not be abo\'c the level of other 
J\postolic Churches unless St. Pêter had there founded 
the Chair of a suprenle infallible authority; and, accord- 
ingly, the \\Titer inunediately subjoins the cataloguc of 
the H..Oll1an Pontiffs in order, and he closcs the list b) 
these men10rablc ,yords - "By thi5 ordcr and this 
succession, both that tradition, ,yhich is in the Church 
froin the Apostlcs, and the preaching of the truth, 
have come dO\\ì1 to us. And this is the n10st completc 
dell1onstration that thc viyifying faith is one and the 
S,llnc, ,\'hich fro 111 the .l\postlcs even until 1l0\\
, has 
been prcser\"cd in the Church. and transmitted in truth- 
fulness,"13o In these ,yards St. Irenæus plainly asserts 
(I.) that the Church of ROlne, through the organ of 
the Popes, is the source fron1 ,,-hich ,\"c receive the 
4<\.postolic doctrinc; (2,) that the doctrinal lIltlgistcrÙt1}/ 
12i Episl. Iv., p. SG. Edit. Baluzii. 
1
::i Rþist. xh r .. p. 59. 
1
!) Api.rt. h"., 1. c. 
1;;0 COJ/tra Hærc.rt's, 1. iii,. cap. iii" n. 3. p. I 7 6 . T
 a
'i"'
 :;-ú;I:/, 
, ..... · - :! Ò -" .,,,,. ' ì . -, ] , J . 
",,-(XI '7?í tXiJ'i?í vl(X oXr. 1J ':'1: u';;,o ':'
)I) a--
()()':'() "WI) =1) ':'?í i..ZX ..'tJdICf 
' ò "
 "Io ì "" , . f "" 
::-:apu ()(JI;. 7" (X I '70 '7rj; U ,'ljvEla; 7..r;pUY,'LU 7..(x'i1j 1I':"'fJZS V 51; 'Ij,'JJuç. 
.. Et cst plcnissima ha
c ostensio, unanl ct canldeln YÏ\'ificatricem 
fidem esse, quæ in Ecc1esia ab Apostolis usque nunc sit conscn ata 
ct tradita in \"crjtate.'
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of the Popes is a sufficient argunlent to sho\\- that the 
vivifying faith handcd do\\'n fronl the Apostles is really 
one and the same, and is transmitted in truthfulness. 
In other ,vords, St. Irenæus attributes to the H..oman 
Church alone, and to the Popes by name, the character- 
istic prerogatives ,vhich belong to the Universal Church 
taken in its entirety. Should all the .L\.postolic Churches 
unanimously attest a doctrine through the successions 
of their Bishops, and teach it as revealed, no doubt 
could possibly be cntcrtained that that doctrine ,,"as a 
part of H..cyelation, and transn1Ïtted truthfully. The 
reason of this is plain. It is that the Church as a 
\\"hole is infallible, and no other reason can possibly be 
adnlittcd as sufficicnt. In the same nlanner, if the 
1llagistcrÙl11l of the l<.oman Pontiffs alone, teaching from 
St. Peter's Chair, renders us certain as to the doctrines 
laid don'n by the Apostles, these Pontiffs ll1ust be 
infallible in thcir teaching. and nothing short of this 
infallibility can possibly account for this certainty. Such 
is the purport of this classical passage. ,,'hich all the 
efforts of the Refornlation and of Gallicanism have not 
been able to explain a\\-ay, 
\Ve have here the reason ,,'hy all Christian antiquity 
""as so anxious to keep the order and succession of the 
l{oman Pontiffs. St. ]
piphanius, after having numbered 
the list of the Popes fronl St. Peter do\vn to his age, 
renlarks that no one Illust ,,'onder that he had gone 
through the successions of the Ronlall Pontiff') ,,"ith so 
great diligence; "becausc," he continues, "it is through 
then1 that the truth is pointed out." 131 ....'\.ccording 
then to the Fathers, the reason for \\rhich. the Catholics 
ought to be in con1nlunion of faith \,'ith the Ronlan 
Pontiffs, is because through their 11lagistcrÙtJIl the truth 


131 S. Epiphanius, .Ad'i.lt:rsus Htl'rlStrS, hær. x),,\.ii., n. 6 (Gp., t, i,. 
Ed " P ) K \' (\ , .. t/ " , 
... 
p. 10]. It. at.. rü (.L7j 'II; .J(I.:..J,'.L(J.(JfJ 0':"1 sxa(J,:"a 0;";-:,); C/.'XplvW; 

 , ì (,\ ! \ \ , .. \ ' ò ' 
0I1J "JOl.LE
. ula 'lap 'rOU. JJV ail 
o rfrx;ps; E/Y..JI:J'iCJ.I. 
F 2 
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;) of the faith is Inade manifest; and, conse- 
quently, ,vhoever should disagree from them \vould 
disagree fron1 the truth, and hold society \vith the father 
of errors and lies. But if the Fathers \verc persuaded 
that the truth of faith flo\vs from the authentic teaching 
of the H..omau Pontiffs, they Inust have been beyond 
doubt persuaded that infallibility \vas the prerogative of 
the ROll1an Chair and of its Bishops. Theodoret spoke 
stil] nlore explicitly of the Ronlan See and of the 
Popes. "That 11lost holy See," he says, "of all the 
Churches of the ,,'orld has on manifold titles the 
primacy, and, abo\"e aU, it has ahvays been pre- 
served fronl heretical defilc111ent, nor has the See been 
held by any person ,\.ho has nlaintained opinions 
contrary to faith; but it has ahvays retained in its 
integrity the .L\postolic grace."132 The ...\postolic See 
is then entirely free from error, and the Popes are the 
authentic organs of truth. In accordance \vith this 
doctrine, Thcodoret hinlself addressed his celebrated 
letter to Pope Leo 1., ,,,hon1 he requcsted to pronounce 
his solclnn dogmatic sentence, ,yhether or not the 
doctrine of Thcodoret \vas in accord \yith the doctrine 
of the Apostolic See.l:3
 For this, and this alone, ""as 
felt to be the unequivocal test of orthodoxy. This 
practical principle \yas so ".idespread, and \vas held 
so firmly in all antiquity, that comnuluion ,vith the 
R0111an Chair \\raS regarded beyond any exception as 
the unmistakable nlark of orthodox faith. Hence canle 
the cuStOll1, so COll1mon in the first ages of the Church, 
of the Letters of comnlunion, \vhich the Greeks called 
ZCtliOVliCà rpá/1-,UUTU, or ZUlICiVlXà; È,;;,ur'i'oì.cí.;, and the Latins 
Littcræ POr1l1altc. The })opes never granted testilnonial 
Letters of this nature before having received from the 
132 Theodoretus, Ep. Cyri, Eþist. cxyi. (Op., t. h '. p. 1323, scq. 
Edit. l'vligne). 
133 Ibid., Eþist. cxiii. Leoni Eþiscoþo R01llæ (1. c.
 p. 1315). 
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applicant a full profession of the faith as held at Ronle. 
The Letters \\"cre not, therefore, nlcrcly a sign of being 
in communion of charity and disciplinary obedience 
,\"ith thc Ron1an See but principally and expressly a 
sign of holding thc orthodox faith. \Ve \"ill gi\re one 
instance to sho\\" ho\\r deep and practical an ilnpression 
this principle had nlade, in an early age, upon the 
minds of mcn. \Vhcn the Emperor Gratian can1e to 
the deternlination of giving back to the Catholics the 
ch urchcs ,,-rested fron1 then1 by his Arian predecessor, 
he decreed that they should be restored to those \vho 
">ere in conln1union \yith Pope Damasus. 13 ! But since 
a certain Paulinus, concealing the erroneous principles 
\vhich he held, clainled a church on the ground that 
he \vas in communion \\'ith the Pope, a Priest nanled 
Flavian questioned him \\'ith the vie,,- of bringing his 
hypocrisy to light: "If you," he said, "enlbrace the 
conlmunion of Pope Danlasus, sho\\r to us that your 
doctrine is in perfect agreenIent \\'ith that held by 
him."13=>> The Faithful \yere persuaded that there could 
be no cOlnn1union ,\"ith Ronle \yithout unity in faith. 
The same truth is clearly proved frol11 thc pro- 
fessions of faith, imposed fron1 timc to tinlc by the 
Popcs on the Oriental Church, after schisnl. It \\"ill bc 
sufficient to nlention those only of Pope J-Iortnisdas 
after the Acacian schisnl, and of Clenlcnt I\
., proposed 
to thc Emperor Palæologus, and read in thc Second 
Council of l.#yons. All \\"ho subscribe the first of these 
promise that they \\"ill folIo". the ... \postoIic See in 
everything, and ,,"ill profess \"hatcycr this See ordains.I:;lj 


13-1 Thcodoretlls. J li.d. l

ccl.
 1. \',. cap. ii. (Op.. t. iii.. p. 119ï. 
Edit. cit.). 
135 Eì ';'
Ii 
a,'1JJ.(J(jtJ XOIIiCAlHUV åð.;:"á
1j. È.-:íò51::CJIi T,I,ÛII ðCJ.
W
 7"r,1i 

wv Ò()'l.'
á,;"(JJ1i ðUYì 
II
/UV (Ibid" cap. iii.:'p. 1201': · ,0 
136 H Unde sicut pra:di:\.imus sequcntes in omnibus A.postolicam 
Scdcm et prædicantes ejus onlnia constituta: spero, ut in una 
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This profession of faith ,,-as accepted by all the Patri- 
archs of the Oriental Church, and aften\rards, in the 
l
ighth General Synod, by all the Fathers there 
asselnblcd, Latin and Greek.1 3i l\10reover, in the same 
Synod, \vhen the t\\ro Photian Bishops, Theophilus and 
Zacharias, applied to the Council for reconciliation \vith 
the Church, the Legates of Rome said that they should 
sign the 1\\"0 Libc//i ,vhich it ,vas usual for all to sign 
\vho \vished to be adnlitted to communion "rith Ronle. 
The first docunlent bound thenl to hold the Catholic 
truth according to the rule of the Church; the second, 
to follo\v in all things the judgment of the l
omall 
Church. .L\nd since the Photians refused to accept the 
Letter, they "'ere rejected by the Council and deprived 
of Catholic comlnunion.l:
8 In the profession of faith 
of \\'hich \\re spoke above, the Oriental Church declared 
their belief that all controversies of f2iith should be 
defined by the Pope,139 and that all the Church \vas 
bound to fo 11 0\\' his decision. ::\Iany other professions 
of faith to the saine effect could be adduced, but to do 
so \vould lead to needless repetition. \Vhat \ve have 
given is amply sufficient to prove our point beyond 
question. 
communione yobiscum, qualn Sedes Apostolica pra:.>dicat, esse 
Inerear, in qua est integra et yerax Christianæ re1igionis soliditas. 
PrOlnittens etiam scqucstratos a cOlnmunionc Ecclesiæ Catholica..' 
idest non consentientcs Scdi Apostolicæ, eormn nomina inter sacra 
non esse recitanda lnysteria." See this formula in Denzinger, 
EJlch iridioll ..sY1llb. et DljÙZ., n. xx., p. 50. Edit. iv. \Virceburgi, 
186 5. In the following sections W(> Inust subject this passage to 
further cxan1Ïnation. 
137 C . , . (E ... A . (L bb 
onc. Constantlnop. IV., < CCUll1. nll.
 ct. 1\r. a e, t. x" 
p. 81 I); Ex 'i}crsiollc .rl.ll11stasÎi Bib/i.. p. 5 16, 
138 L. c. 
139 "'Sicut præ cæteris tenetur (Romanus Pontifex) fidei veri- 
tatem defendcre; sic et si quæ de fide subortæ fuerint quæstiones, 
suo debent judicio definiri," &c. (Profes. fidei :l\Iichaelis Palæologi, 
in Denzinger, E/lchiridion, n. lix.. p. 17 0 ). 
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Our arglnnent in this section authorisc
 us to 
conclude against Prot
stants and Gallicans that the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility ,,'a') the persuasion of 
all Christian antiquity. For all antiquity agreed in 
holding the fOllr points-( 1.) 1"'hat C0t11111Union \\'ith the 
Pope \\'as 
ssential to the character of Catholic; (2.) that 
cOll1nlunion ,\-ith the Pope inlplied cOlnnlunioll 
\yith his 
bclief and teaching; (3,) that the faith of the .L \postolic 
See ,vas the pattern of the faith of all the ,,'orId, and its 
teaching the source of all the pure ... \postolic doctrine; 
hence (4.) all ,,-ho cOlllIuunicated ,\-ith that See and 
held its doctrine 'were evidently orthodox in their faith, 
and in unity \\"ith the ,,'hole Church. .And it is e\Tidently 
ill1possible to adluit these four points and yet join ,,'ith 
Protestants and Gallicans in rejecting Papal Infallibility. 
_ \5 to the distinction illlagincd bet\\-een the Roman 
See and the }{olnan l)ontiff, ,,'e shall find hereafter 
a 1110re fitting occasion to show' its baselessness. For the 
Inoment this section is an anlple refutation of ,vhat ::\Igr. 

Iaret endeavours to prO\T. (See the fourth chapter of 
book iv. of his ,,'ork l11entioned above.) 
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l
F.\LLlnILITY CL4\I
IED BY THE POPES FRO
l THT: 
nEGIX
IXG. 
Ix this section "re ,,"ill set forth the claipls to infallibility 
n1adc by the Popes froln the earliest agcs do,vn to the 
schisnl of the Eastern Church. But ,,-c must observe 
at the outset that their right that these clainls should be 
adn1Ïtted, does not arise fronl the personal honesty 
and holiness of all, nor from the learning ,,'hich ,,"as 
possessed by many. It is true that these consideration
 
are in thenlSeh"es a sufficient refutation of the rash and 
calumnious assertion of Febronius and his party, that ""C" 
cannot rely upon hun1an and suspicious testinlonies of 
the Popes ,,-hen speaking- in fayour of their 0"11 po""er 

nd exaggerating their prerogati,-es. l
ut our argulnent 
has another basis, \ \T C regard the J>opes, "'hen clainling 
infallibility, as the authentic representati,"cs of the- 
Church, as its Suprcnle Teachers and Doctors: titles 
\\-hich are attributed to thenl by li'athers and Councils, 
\Yc regard then) as expressing that Apostolical tradition 
of ,,-hich the Church has always becn the ,,"itncss. In a 
\yord, the Popes claillled ,vhat the Church believed, and 
thcir clain1s "'ere the exprcssion of the judgll1ent and 
scntilllcnt of the Church itself. This is the reason for 
,,-hich their clain1s Inet "
pith no cOll1plaints, but ,,'ith 
adherence and subnlission on the part of the Clergy and 
of the people alike. And people and Clergy of every 
rank, and c,ren General Councils, referred all contro-. 
'
ersies of faith to thein, and 'subn1itted to their decision
 
as to divine oracles. No,,
 let us exanlinc the clainl
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nlade by the Popes in different ages, stating their 
prerogative of infallibility. 
\Ve reserve to a follo\\ring section the I
etter of 
Pope St. Danlasus to Paulinus of Antioch, in "phich the 
doctrinal ,,"isdonl, characteristic of the Popes, so plainly 
appears, and ,,'hich afforded a buh\'ark against the 
heresies by \vhich the East ""as at that tinle ravaged. l4O 
\ V e ,,"ill begin "pith Innocent I. (402-4'J 7). The t,vo 
Councils of Carthage and of l\Iilevis had pronounced 
their sentence of condelllnation against the Pelagian 
doctrine, but they sent thcir Decree to Innocent I. for 
confinnation, that it might carry ,vith it an infallible 
and irresistible. authority. Pope Innocent, in his Letter 
to the Synod of Carthage, c0I11mends their conduct. 
., because," hc says, II the Fathers of thc Church, acting 
upon divine, not hun1an, principles, have ordained that 
no n1atter of in1portance which has arisen e\ren in the 
nlost distant pro,"inces of the Church, should be finally 
disposed of until it has been referred to thc Apostolic 
See, that the just sentence mig-ht be confirnled by the- 
,,'eight of its authority. For fron1 thc Ronlan Church 
all Churches must learn the doctrine to ,,"hich they 
n1ust clea'9c, and ,,,hat they nlust abhor, as streams are 
derived from the fountain-head and carry thc pure ,yater 
to all the regions of the ,,'orld." HI Sinlilar language is 
lIsed by the san1C Pope in a l..etter addressed to the 
Council of l\Iilevis, ,yhere he solernnly asserts that the 
final and definitivc sentence on Callsæ JI ajorlPs, and espe- 
cially on controversies of faith,H
 is to be pronounced b) 
110 Eþist. Y. ]Jalllllsi Paþ. ad Palli. Plltr. ,AI:!. (Coustant. p, 507)
 
H1 Eïlis/. xxix". n. I (Coustant, pp. 
8S, 889). 
142 The Calls({' Jlajon's which were to be referred to the Roman 
Pontiff, comprehended, first of all. contro, ersies of faith; secondh. 
all other ecclesiastical causes which were of difficult solutio
. 
Innocent 111cntions the former when he says-" Præscrtinl quoties 
fidei ratio ,"cntilatur." But he luentions the latter when he remarks 
- -" Super anxiis rebus quæ sit tenenda scntentia." 
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the .Apostolic See.1-13 K o'v in these hvo Letters Pope 
Innocent clearly expresses his vie". that the Ron1an See 
is that head of incorrupt ,vaters, that pure and most 
linlpid fountain, from ,vhich the Universal Church must 
dra\v the 1. \postolic doctrine; and therefore he orders 
that all affairs of inlportance, and principally all contro- 
versies of faith, should be referred to his See. \ Vhat is 
the Ineaning of this, if it be not a solemn proclamatiun 
of his infallibility? l-lis ,vords rClnind llS of the ob 
potiorClIl prillcipalitatoll of St. Irenæus, on account of 
\\rhich all the Churches are bound to adhere in faith to 
the Roman See, and to derive froln it the Apostolic 
doctrine. Innocent 1. solemnly declares t.hat the streanlS 
of divine doctrine \vhich flo\\p to the different countrics 
of the \\'orld are pure, that they spring out fron1 th
 
Roman See as from thcir original source, and that this 
See is the immaculate fountain. The Ron1an See, 
then, cannot be liable to error, othenvisc the ,vaters uf 
doctrine \\"hich fio,v from it into all the Church ,\'ould 
be infected ,vith error, and ".ould dcfile the ,\"hole 
Church. The centre 111ust be in1n1aculate, that the 
\\Thole Church 111ay share in its prerogative. In such 
,vords did that great Pope assert the infallibility of his 
See in its doctrinal utterances; nor had he any thought 
of exaggerating his authority beyond its natural lin1its, 
or beyond the bounds allo,ved by the pers'uasion of the 
Universal Church. \Vith such veneration, in fact, ,verc 
his principles received by the Bishops of Africa, and so 
vividly did tradition keep up the memory of thein, that 
200 years later they copied these very ,vords of Inno- 
-cent I. in a synodical letter addressed to Pope Theodore, 
in \vhich they bore \vitness to his infallible authority.144 
143 ,E.pist. xxx., n. 2 (Coustant, p. 896). 
14-1 That synodical lettcr is to bc found in the Council of 
Lateran, held under :\Iartin I. in 649, Secret. ii. (Labbe, COJle'" 
t. vii., p. 131. Edit. Vcnet.). 
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Pope Zosimus (4 I 7-4 18), imn1ediate successor of 
T nnocent 1., expresses the same sentinlcnts. " The 
tradition of the Fathers," he "Tote to the Synod of 
Carthage, "attributed such an authority to the Apostolic 
See, that its judgnlcnts ,verc to be disputed by no man, 
and such has always been the la\vand the practice of 
the Church." .And he goes on to say that" exactly the 
same authority ""as given to then1 ,vho \vere divinely 
destined to receive the inheritance of this Sec." And 
again he inculcates that" such an authority "'as granted 
to the Popes, that no one could ,vithhold assent to our 
decision." 14;) Thus Pope Zosimus \,"rote to the African 
Bishops on ::\Iarch 2 I, 4J 8, and the Synod not only 
concurred in his Declaration, but also f01\\'arded to 
hinl for confirmation the Decrees ,,'hich it had enacted 
against the Pelagian faction. And as soon as these 
\,,"ere approved by Zosin1us, says St. Prosper, that 
heresy ,,-as conden1ned in all the ,vorld. 14G St. Augustine, 
likewise, speaking of the Letter of Zosinlus \vhich 
bears the title of Tractoria, by ,,'hich the Pelagian 
error ,vas condemned, remarks that in the ,vords of the 
:-\postolic See the Catholic faith appears so ancient, so 
certain, and so clear, that it is inlpossiblc for a Christian 
to doubt it. Hi This transaction affords us a clear proof 
of Papal Infallibility. It is claimed by the Pope and 
ackno,dedged by the Catholic \vorld. The controversy 
,,"hich gave occasion to thc ..L \f rican Synod "'as one of 


}U l:..pist. xii. ad ...-1Urt.liUlIl et (ÒIlC. Car/hag'., n. I (Coustant, 
pp. 974, 975). .. Patrum traditio ..\po!;tolicæ Sedi auctoritatenl 
tantall1 tribuerit, ut de ejus judicio disceptarc nullus auderet, idquc 
per canones semper regulasquc sen'averit . . . par potestatis data 
conditio in cas, qui Sedis hercditatcll1 IpSO annucnte (Domino) 
merucrunt. . . . emu tantml1 nobis csset auctoritatis ut nullus de 
nostra possit rctractare sententia," &c. 
U6 In CllrOlliC:OIl all. ..p8 (Op" t, i., p. 741. Edit. Parisiis, 1701). 
Hi I...pis/. cxc. ad OJ/a/I/''l, cap. vi., n. 23 (Op., t. ii., p. 865. 
Edit. 
ligne). 
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doctrine and faith, and yet Zosimus strongly denounces 
those \vho should dare to discuss the judgment of the 
Holy See, or to refuse assent to it; he frankly and 
solemnly declares the irreformability of his decisions, 
and consequently their infallibility. Again, he rests on 
the Apostolical tradition as the ground of prerogatives 
\vhich belong to the authority divinely intrusted to him. 
And he speaks of his infallible authority in the most 
explicit and absolute manner, and, \vhat is D10re, he 
does so \yhile addressing a body of Bishops assembled 
in Synod. In the mean\\'hile, they not only listen to 
his solen1n Declaration ,\'ithout the least relnark, but 
prove their adherence by the fact of subll1itting their 
Decrees against thc Pelagians to his final decision. Again, 
Xystus III. (432-440), successor of Pope Celestine 1., 
used no different language ,yhen proclaiming his supreme 
infallible authority. \Vhen peace and harmony \verc 
restored bet\\'cen St. Cyril and the Patriarch of Antioch 
after the great Council of Ephesus, this Pope addressed 
a congratulatory Letter to the lattcr l)relate. He bears 
'witness to the joy of the ,,-hole Church at the return of 
the Patriarch to Catholic union, and praises hinl on 
account of his profession of fa.ith in opposition to the 
1\ estorian heresies. .L\ftcr this he gocs on as fo11o\vs: 
H You have lcarned by the result of this business ,,,hat 
it is to agrce in sentilllents \yith us. Thc blessed Apostle 
St. Peter, in his Successors, has handed do\\'n \\'hat he 
received. \Yho ,,'ould separate hinlself from the doctrine 
of him \\"holn the l\Iaster rI imself declared to be the 
first anlong the Apostles?" 148 K O\V by these \\Tords 
Pope Xystus asserts t\\'O fundamental points, \\rhich 
l}ccessarily inlply Papal Infallibility. He teaches that 
the 1/lagistcrÙ/11l of the Popes is the identical 1Jlagis- 
terÙt11l of St. })cter, and that their doctrine is his 
doctrine as laid do\vn by them, Consequently, he 
148 Eþist. YÎ. 
Y)'sti ad Joan: J.4utioch., n. 5 (Coustant. p. 1260). 
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concludes that \vhoever does not sincerely agree \vith 
their doctrine rejects the doctrine of St. Peter himself. 
But ho,v could it be said that the doctrine of the Popes 
is identical \vith that of St. Peter-just as if St. Peter 
hinlself ,,"cre teaching-if the Popes ,vere not infallible 
in handing it down ,,'ithout the least defilen1ent? Un- 
questionably it could not be asserted that separation 
fronl the doctrine of the Popes is equivalent to separa- 
tion from the doctrine of St. Peter, unless the Popes 
"'cre the authentic infallible organ of the ...\postolical 
teaching. No question can be raised as to this con- 
clusion By any ,,'ho arc acquainted ,,'ith the divine 
organisation of the Church. 
The great Pope Leo 1. (440-461), no less than his 
predecessors and his successors, furnishes clear evidence 
of the Catholic persuasion of Papal Infallibility. I I c 
not only inculcates that the Ronlan See had never been 
profaned ,,-ith heresy-this exelllption being due to the 
teaching of the I-IoIy GhostH!)-but, furthernlorc, he 
asserts that II the firmness of that faith, which ,,-as 
commended in the Chief of the ... \postles, is everlasting, 
and as ,,-hat Peter confessed in Christ is pennanent, so 
also is ,,"hat Christ illstituted ill l
L.ter."l;jO "Because," 
he adds, "that solidity ,,-hich Peter himself, Blade a rock, 
received fro 111 Christ, the princwal Rock, has passed 
on".ard to his heirs also and successors." 1;)1 And on 
this account he Inaintains that St. Peter speaks through 
his lips, and that Peter preaches "'hat he taught.];.:! 


H!I S. Leo. ScrJJlO xc\-i., cap. iii. (Op., t. i., p. 37-1-. Edit. l
all.). 
l:.l) Ibid" Sermo iii,. cap, ii. (1. c., p. I
). "" Soliditas illius fidei 
llllæ in Apostolor1l111 fide cst laudata, pcrpctlla est; ct sicut pcr- 
Inanct quod in Christo Pctrus crcdidit, ita pennanct quod in Petro 
Christus instituit." 
. l.jl .. Soliditas ilIa quanl de petra Christo, etiatu ipse petra 
factus accepit, in suos quoque sc tr.msfudit hærcdes:' 
1-. 1 I..:' L <..' ,., ' (J ) 
,,- oJ. eo, ùLT1/l0 Ill., cap. 1\-. . c., p. 13,. 
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And, in accordance ,,-ith this doctrine, he intill1ates to 
the Fathcrs assembled at Chalcedol1 that they should 
abstain from any debate concerning thc mystery of the 
Incarnation of our IJord, since it had been sufficiently 
declared in the dognlatic IJetter \yhich he had sent to the 
Patriarch Flavian,l:-,3 And he adds that on this account 
he rejoices that "'hat God had defined through his 
n1Ïnistry the U ni\Tcrsal Church asselnbled at Chalcedon 
had received, as if to nlanifest the perfect agreenlent of 
the nlelnbers ,,-ith the head. 1 !í4 In the follo,ving section 
,ye shall adduce sonle further passages from the ,,'orks 
of St. L,eo, all proving the same point. For thc 
1110111ent ,,'e l1Hlst be satisfied ,,-ith "'hat has been just 
said, ,\-hich suffices to prove the depth of the con- 
yiction entertained by this great Pope of his 0\"11 
prerogative of infallibility, and the distinctness ,\-ith 
,\,hich he put forward his clail11, ,,-hether he ,,'as 
addressing the people of I
omc or the Universal 
Church assell1bled in Council. He clearly points out 
"'hat is the true original source of infallibility in the 
Church, that is to say, Christ IIinlself, \Yho is the 
principal Rock; and he renlarks that Christ C0I11111U- 
nicated to Pctcr the sanle solidity of faith ,,-hen He 
appointed him rock of the Church. In besto\\'ing this 
prerogatÌ\'c on IIis :Qisciple, the Divine Founder of 
the Church at the salue tinle \\'illed that it should be a 
permanent gift, everlasting as the I
ock on ,,'hich the 
Church \"as built; and, to carry out His gracious 
cconOlllY, I Ie ordained that Peter should be e\'er living 
in his Successors, ever teaching through their lips, ever 
bearing \\'itness to the unchanging faith: to do \vhich is 
the brightest ornament of his Prinlacy. It is thus that 
he is led to repeat the assertion already l11ade by his 
153 S. Leo, Eþist. xciii. ad S)'llod Chah-cd., cap. ii. (üp" t. i., 
p. 107 I. Edit. Ball.). 
154 Ibid., Eþist. cxx. ad Theodorcl1l1JI Eþise., cap. Ì. (1. c., p. 1219). 
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predecessor, and ,,"hich in latcr tiIlles ""as the true 
boast of I-Iornlisdas and of .A.gatho, that the H..onlan 
See has never been stained ,vith error and heresy; and 
thus, too, he ".as able to declare to the Fathcrs of 
Chalcedon that his cxposition of faith ,'"as quite 
sufficient as a guidc to the bclicf ,,"hich they ,\ ere to 
hold, and that no furthcr discussion ""as needed 
upon the nlattcr. No,\", suppose that the claÏ1n of 
infallibility hcre put fOf\'Tard by Pope Leo ,verc 
contrary to or e\'cn beyond \,"hat the constitution of 
the Church allo\,'cd, is it credible that the Bi;:;hops and 
people ,\"ould have suffered so public and emphatic a 
clainl to pa
s unchallcngcd? To suppose this is to attri- 
bute to thcnl a strange indifference upon a vital point. 
The doctrine of l>ope Leo 1. ,\'as not forgotten by 
his Sllccessors. Simplicius (468-483), in his Letter to 
the Enlperor Zeno, Blakes the samc clainl of infallibility, 
and ascribes it to the sanle source. "This and the same 
rule of Apostolic doctrine is ahyays pcrnlanent in the 

uccessors of hÏ1n ",horn the Lord intrustcd ,,'ith the 
care of all thc flock, to \\"hOnl He pron1ised that I-Ie 
\,'ould be for eyer ,,-ith hinl, till the end of thc \vorld, 
against ,,-honl He said the gates of hell shall ne\"cr 
prcvail, and ,\'hosc judgnlcnt ,,"auld hindcr that to be 
loosed in II eavcn ,yhich he had bound upon the 
carth."15;) Simplicius had recourse to the pron1Ïscs 
Illade by Christ to Peter, as a certain pledge of the 
prerogatives of the Apostolical See, and, "'hat is nlost 
to our purposc, found in them an assurance that this 
See ,,"ould c\"cr preserve in purity the vcry doctrine 
which Peter received from Christ and thc Holy Ghost, 
and ,,'hich could not be kept free from any spot or 
wrinklc unless the prcrogative of infallibility ,vere 
permanent in thc Sce itself. 
15;) S. Simplicius. E1JlSI. i\r. ad Zel1cJlltlll, yel lIa.Ûlis,,-1I11l juxta 
PagiUlll (Labbe, t. ".. p. 98). 
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The Popes never ceased at any tin1e to inculcate 
upon the Faithful, as a fundanIental Inaxim of the 
Catholic Church, that the !{ol1Ian See is the very 
fountain of Christian truth, the very source of life, 
,vhich therefore cannot gro\v turbid \yith error, or dry 
up, ".ithout the \\-hole body of the Church being defiled 
or struck \\9ith death. The great Pope Gelasius (492 
-49 6 ), \\-ho lllaintained so strenuous a fight on behalf 
of the suprenIe authority of the .A.postolical See against 
the tyrannical persecutions of the l
lnperor 
 \nastasius, 
expressed these unalterable principles in his Letters 
addressed to that Prince and to the Oriental Clergy. 
In his Epistle to the Emperor, after having laid dO\\Tll 
that the faith must be one in the \yhole Church, and 
perfectly pure. and imnlaculate, he continues: "This it 
is against \vhich the Apostolic See so anxiously guards 
-that the faith be not defiled-that as the glorious 
confession of the Apostle is the root of all the \vorld, it 
tnay not be defonned by any rent of perversity or by 
any contagion. For if (which God avert, dncl ,,'hich, as 
\ve trust, cannot conIC to pass) any such thing should 
happen, ho\v should \\'e dare to oppose error, or 
\vhat \yould be our hope for the correction of the 
\vanderers ? "l;)ij Gelasius not only professes the infal- 
libility of his See, but he also points out the absolute 
necessity of this infallibility in the sense above 
explained. 'Ihe sanIe doctrine is again insisted on by 
the great Pontiff in his I
etters addressed to all the 
Oriental Bishops; but in dn especial nlanner in his 


l:iG s. Gclasius, l:pist. viii. ad A nastasÙllIl Illlþ. (Labbe, t. '-., 
p. 309). "Hoc est quod Scdes Apostolica luagnopere cavet, ut 
quia nlundo radix est Apostoli gloriosa confessio, nulla rilua pra- 
vitatis, nulla prorsus contagione lnaculetllr. 1\ anI si (quod Deus 
avertat
 quod fieri non posse confidinlus) tale aliquid proveniret, 
unde cuiqumll resistere auderenuls crrori. yd unde correctionenl 
errantibus posceremus?" 
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TractatUJ", \\'ritten on occasion of the controversy \\rith 
Acacius, and fonvarded to the Eastern Church. 
" There, in I{ome," hc says, II as Petcr shonc conspicuous 
for powcr of doctrinc, so also, after his glorious blood- 
shedding, docs he reposc in a placc of everlasting rest, 
granting to the See \\Thich he himsclf blessed, the 
privilegc that, according to thc Lord's promise, it be 
never overcon1C by the gates of hcll; that it be the 
safe harbour for all \vho are telnpest-tossed. Let all 
such as despisc this See consider \"hat excuse they \\'ill 
be able to plead at the day of ] udgn1ent." 15; ..i\ll the 
Popes concur in proc1ain1ing thesc san1e principles, 
\yhich fornl the kcy-stone of the \vhole cconolny of the 
Catholic Church, Gelasius, closely agreeing \vith his 
predecessors, declares that the I{on1an See is that rock, 
that pillar of truth, ,vhich 
hall never be shaken by the 
po\vers of darkness; that it is the safc harbour, '.vherc 
all those \\Tho are tossed to and fro, and carried about 
\\'ith every ,,'ind of doctrine, n1ay find caln1 and peace; 
and he declares that this prerogative is due to Ron1c, 
as having been the See of the ..I.\postle Peter, and 
blessed \,'ith his glorious n1artyrdonl; maintaining that 
this is the fruit of divine pron1Íses. N O\V ,,'hat is 
iInplied in saying that the Sec of Ron1e is the safe 
harbour of peace for minds tosscd about by the stornl 
of error? U nqucstionably that it is the source of 
truth; because it is di,-inely founded in truth, and shall 
never be scparated fronl it-that is to say, because it 
has for its prerogativc infallibility in faith. In the 
famous Decree concerning Apocryphal ,vritings, Gela- 
sius in1plies the sanlC vie\,r of the Apostolic See. "The 


l,jj Eþist. xi,-., n
1 'ii-aclalus 0e/asii Paþæ (Labbe, t. '"., p. 34 2 ). 
,. Præstans Sedi (Petrus) qualn ipse benedi>..it, ut a portis inferi 
nunquam pro Domini promissione \'incatur, mnniumque sit fluctu- 
antium tutissimus portus. I n quo qui requicverit beata ct æterna 
statione gaudebit," &c. 
G 
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l{,oman Church," he says, H is the principal See of the 
Apostle St. Peter, and it has no spot, no \vrinkle, nor 
any such thing."158 That is to say, the I{oInan Church 
alone has the saB1C prerogative as is stated by St. Paul 
to bclong to the Universal Church, and this prerogative 
cannot possibly exist in separation frol11 the divine 
gift of infallibility. 
This doctrinc of Papal Infallibility,' \vhich \vas so 
constantly professed and constantly proclainled by the 
Popes of the fourth and fifth centurics, \vas in the 
beginning of the sixth en1büdied by Popc I-Iorn1isdas 
(514-523) in a dogtnatic forn1ulary of faith, sent by 
him to the Oriental Church, and \vhich \vas adopted, 
formally recci\"ing the signatures of the Bishops both of 
]
ast and \ Vest alike. The fonnulary is as fo11o\\'s:- 
.c The first stcp to salvation is to keep the rule of faith, 
and by no I1leanS to deviate fron1 the Constitutions of 
the Fathers, because \ve may by no means disregard 
the \vords of our Lord Jesus Christ, \\Tho said-' Thou 
art Peter,' &c, These things \vhich \vere said are proved 
by their effects, for in the Apostolic See the faith has 
ahvays been preserved \\-ithout spot. Therefore, \vishing 
never to be separated from this See in hope and faith, 
and follo\\-ing in all things the Constitutions of the 
l-iathers, \ve anathematise all the heretics, &c. Where- 
fore, as \ye said above, follo\ving in everything the 
.J.-\postolic See, and l11aking all its decisions our o\vn, 
"'e hope to be \\'orthy to be \vith you in that one 
communion 1\'hich the Apost01ic See supports, and in 
\\"hich the \\-hole and true solidity of Christian faith is 
found. And "'c pron1ise also not to nlention during the 
Sacred l\lysterics the nan1es of those \vho are deprived 
of the COn1I11Union of the Catholic Church, that is to 
say, of those \vho do not agree \\'ith the Apostolic 
158 DecretU1Jl Gclasii de Aþocryþhis Scriþturis, in Cone. 
Romano i., an. 494 (Labbe
 t. Y., p. 3 86 ). 
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Sce."1;19 In this forn1ulary of faith the Infallibility of 
the }{oman See is stated ,,"ith a clearness beyond risk 
of n1istake. I-Ionnisdas asserts that the Catholic faith 
has ah,.ays been preserved in the Ronlan See \vith the 
utmost purity. N or is his assertion to be held as a 
111ere historical staten1ent; it is rigor\
usly dogmatic, 
for the fact of the faith being kept so pure and 
undefiled in the ROlnan See is alleged by the Pope 
as a confinuation and an explanation of the promise 
con\"cyed in the \,"ords of Christ-"'Thou art Peter," 
&c. Thercfore the fact of the c\'cr-inunaculate faith 
of the Apostolic See is the object of the divine pron1Ïse, 
and consequently this fact in1plies a dognla. I t is on 
this account that thc strict obligation is iluposed to 
follo\v in everything the Apostolic See, and entirely to 
subn1it to its decisions as a condition of cnjoying that 
onc conlnlunion ,,"hich the religion of Christ essentially 
requires. To reject in any degree the faith of thc 
.--\postolic See is nothing else than to reject the Divine 
\ V ord, of \'Thich this Sce is the infallible organ. The 
111eaning, then, of the fornlulary is clcar, and it is 
equally clear that it received the adhesion of the 
Church. The fortn \,"as sig-l1ed, not only by all the 


Ij
 See it in Labbe, t, v.. p, 582, or in Denzinger's 1:.'JllJÛridioJl, 
11. xx" p. 49. Edit. cit. h Prima salus cst rcgulmn rcctæ fidci 
custodirc ct a constitutis Patrum nullatenus de\"iarc: quia non 
potest Domini n05tri J. C. pr<-etermitti scntentia dicentis: 'Tu es 
Petrus,' ctc. Hæc quæ dicta sunt rermll prohantur cffectibus, quia 
in Sede . \postolica immaculata cst semper sen"ata rdigio. Ab 
hac ergo spe et fide scparari mini me cupientes e(l\ltrtllll sequcntls 
in omnibus constituta, anathcmatizalnl1s Ulnnes ha
reticos, etc. 
Cndc sicut prædiximus, sequentes in omnibus Apostolical1l Sedenl 
ct prædicantcs ejus omnia constituta, spero, ut in una COnII1IUnione 
,"obiscum, qu,nTI Scdcs Apostolica pl,cclicat, esse nlcrc.u, in qua cst 
intcgra ct ver.1X Christianæ rdigionis solirlitas. Promittcns ctiam 
scquestratos a cOlnmunione Ecclesiæ Catholicæ, idcst non con- 
sentientes Scdi Apostolicæ, corunl nomina intcr sacra non esse 
rccitanda mysteria.:' 
G 2 
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J
ishops of the East, including the. Patriarchs of Con- 
stantinople, J ohn, I
piphanius, and l\lennas, and by the 
l
mperor Justinian n10re than once; 160 but" also by 
all the \ \T estern and again by the Eastern Bishops 
assembled in the Eighth Ecun1enical Council. Iü1 The 
author of the Dcfi'llsio Dcclaratiollis Cieri GallicaJli 
does not hesitate to assert that the formulary of 
Ilormisdas became the formulary of faith for all the 
Church, and the truth of his assertion is supportcd by 
the repeated testirl10ny of the Bishops of the \\T est, of 
l.'rance espccially, frcqucntly given fron1 thc sixth 
century do\\'n,,-ards. Hcncc the san1e "rriter concludes 
that no Christian can possibly reject such a forn1ulary, 
,d1Ïch has been sprcad evcry\\'here and in c,.cry age, 
and sanctioned by an Eculnenical Council.lG
 It fo11o\,"s, 
then, that the assertion of Papal Infallibility has been 
Inade and practically adopted by thc \"hole Church, and 
this in1plies that thc doctrine has COlne dO\\ï1 froin the 
.J-\ postles, 
The Letters of Horn1Ïsdas are in perfect harmony 
,,'ith the formula ,,-hich ".c have been considering, and 
\\"cre it necessary ,,,e could adduce many passages to 
this effect. Nor this only "Then addressing a Latin 
J
ishop, as Avitus,1G3 but even ,,,hen dealing ,,,ith 
Oriental Prelates, and \\"ith the Patriarchs themselves. 
'Thus he orders his I.Jcgates to declare to the Bishop 


160 E
'"Cl1lþlar PreClIlIZ Justiuiani Imþ. ad Hormisdam (Labbe. 
t. Y., p. 829); Id., Ad Agaþit 11l Paþall! (Ibid., p, 938); Id., 

ld eltllde1Jl (Ibid., p. 947); SCJlt 7 1ltia ilIeJlJlæ (1. c., p. 1058). 
lül Cone. Con st. i\"., Act. i. (Labbe, t. x., p, 479). 
1ü2 DefcJlsio Dcclaratiollis Cieri GallicaJli, pt. ii" 1. XY., cap. vii., 
1. ii., p. 337, scq. Edit. BasiIcæ. "Hæc ergo ubique diffusa. 
Olnnibus sæculis propagata, ab CEcUlllenico Concilio conseerata 
<]uis respuat Christianus?" (p. 338). 
163 Eþist. x. HOrJnisdæ fid A7/iIJtlJl (Labbe, t. V., p. 586). 
.. .N ovimus Eutychctenl atque N estorimn Apostolicæ, idcst Catho- 
licæ sententiæ auctoritate dalnnatos," etc. 



,(ES
'"TED TO ST. l\! A RY r- t . ) 
[Ilfallibili J 'X. 
lål f ò7 tllC bt;g-Ùlllillg. 85 


'Ûf Thcssalonica that he ought to receive doctrine at the 
hands of the .;-\postolic See, and learn fron1 the Pope 
at !{onlC the explanation of his difficulties and doubts, 
.and that by acting in this Inanner hc \vould sho\v 
hinlself truly a Catholic. Hi-! 1'0 the Patriarch oî Con- 
",tantinople he \vritcs, at the saIne tiInc, that he ought 
\\'ithout hesitation to follo\v the judgnlcnts and decisions 
uf the oJ. \postolic Sce, ,,'hose faith he \yas professing to 
cInbrace. Hi.) Of course he \\'as to act thus in order to 
prove his orthodoxy, for in the persuasion of Hormisdas, 
.as of all his predecessors, C0111111union \vith the.. \postolic 
Sec, or condcnlnation by it, are equivalent to conlmu- 
nion \vith the Catholic Church, or excomillunication. l :" i 
But it is Illost inlportant to relnark that Horn1Ïsdas, 
like the other Popes, in asserting Pa!Jal Infallibility, 
did not Iucrely express an opinion of his o\\'n, but 
the persuasion of the ,,'holc Church, In the case of 
lIonnisdas this is especially plain, for his fornllliary of 
faith dcclarcd the Infallibility of the .I.\postolic See in 
the strongest tenus, and still it \\-as received and signed 
by the Universal Church \\ ithout the least contradiction, 
remark, or hesita
ion. This eyidcntly sho\\'s that thc 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility proclain1cd and enforccd by 
IIormisdas, ,,'as already deeply rooted, and had cntered 
into the velY life of the Church. History furnishes us 
,also \\.ith anothcr proof, in a lctter of the l
n1peror 
Justinian to the sanIe Pontiff. .:\t the date of this 


IG{ Apist. lxii, ad L"..(atos (Labbe, l. c., p. 6..p). ., Pcragite ut 
Thessaloniccnsis Episcopus, . . . a principe ad tn-beln directlls. 
.ab Apostolica pcrcipiat Sede doctrinam, ct quidquid sibi dubium 
plltet, huc \"cniens præscnti a nobis inquisitione condiscat; sic 
{'nim probare potest se Catholicæ professbnis servare cautelam." 
16:. l:.:'þist. "(:-..ix. ad Joalllltllz COllstallt. Eþis. (Labbe, l. c" 
p. 609). .. Quid festat ß1ihi ut Scdi
 Apostolicæ, cujus fideln tc 
.<licis amplecti, scquaris etialn sine trepidatione judicia." 
16t; Sce Epist. cit., Ad A-;"'zlUl1l,; Lpist. xviii. ad EJ/l1odjuJIl t't 
Perq;rÙzlt1lZ (Labbe, I. c., p. 594) ; etc. 
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letter J l1stinian \\Tas not yet, it is rue, at the head of 
the Elnpire, but \d1Île nOlninal1y subject to the En1peror 
Justin I., he had in. fact in his hands the administration 
of the State. At this titne the l\Ionophysites \\"ere' 
again rising into notice, the Act of Union \yith the 
ROll1an Church signed by the Oriental Bishops in 519 
having- failed to crush thenl; and, as before, they had 
resort to the addition nlade to the rfrisagion-OJlc of 
tliC Trilli!)' ';.{!as crucified, as a party forn1ula \vell suited 
to arouse fresh troubles and renc\," the disorders of the. 
schism. The leadership of the Inovenlent had at this 
time fallen into the hands of certain Scythian l\ionks, 
Justinian detern1Íned to check the Inoven1cnt at once, 
but for this purpose he did not look for help to any or 
the Patriarchs or Prelates of the East, 110r to their- 
Synods; his application \\"as addresscd to the R011lan 
Pontiff. A special anlbassador 'was sent to seek for light 
at Ronlc, and the }
lnperor supplicated the Pope to. 
pronounce a decision \vhich \vould give certain!)' to thc' 
Church. to Becausc," hc continues, "\\'C believe that 
to be Catholic \\"hich is in1posecl by your religious 
judgmcnt ; "lÜï and he is confident that tIiC doctrinc- 
pronounced by the Pope is the nlcans to restore unity 
in t
c \\'hole "'orldY>.-\ In this lettcr, thcn, Justinian 
sho,,"s clcarly ho\y ,,'ide-spread "'as the belief in Papal 
Infallibility. The Pope is for hinl not only the Supren1e' 
Doctor in the Church, but also the onc fronl ",hose 


16; Excmþh/JI/ .Epistolcl' ]l/stillilllli ad HormÙdllJll (Labbe. 
i. c., p. 650). ., Quod si suscipiendtUl1 sit paterna pro\"isione 
rcverentia. ,"estra, cautissimo suo rescripto, quid scqui, quid\'e super 
hoc evitare debeanlus. nos certiorare dignetur. , .. Imponitc 
igitur yobis senlcl susceptUlll laborem, sancte et yenerabilis Pater 
. . . et de hac intentione liberos nos propcrate reddere et securos, 
Hoc enim credin1us esse Catltolicllll1 quorl \"estro rcligioso responso 
nobis fuerit intimatum." 
168 "Sulnlllo Ctun desidcrio fidem Catholicmll alnplectentes.. 
\"cstra doctrina unitatcln universo orbi pctinllls condonarc" (I. c.'. 
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Inouth the faith is" to be learned, and \\ ho can give 
certainty in the midst 'of controversy. The Enlperor 

tlso, speaking in the nd.nle of th<.: \,'hole East, professes 
his belief that the decisions of the Pope ought to be 
held as Catho1ic tenets, and that the unity of the 
Church rests upon the doctrine of the Pope. \ V e here 
have 
Ul expression of the fundamental idea of Papal 
Infallibility. 
rrhe successors of IIormisdas followed in the steps 
of their predecessors in the Apostolic Chair, Thus 
Pope Vigilius (538-553), agreeing \\rith Innocent 1., 
insisted that all the causes of faith should be brought 
before his Apostolical tribunal, that they nlight be 
ternlinated ,by his judgnlent. 1m \Ve have seen upon 
\vhat principle Innocent I. rested this Decree, and 
Vigilius expresses the san1e vie,,'; for a cause of faith 
cannot be said to be tern1inatcd for the Universal 
Church except by an infallible authority ackno,,'ledged 
by the \vhole Church. Pope I)elagius II. (578-590), as 
\ve Inentioncd clse\\'herc, anathematised all \\'ho should 
refuse to submit to the faith defined at Chalcedon and 
taught by Leo 1.; but, he relnarks, the duty of finnly 
adhering to this faith arises frol11 its being founded on 
the solidity of Peter, ,,'hom Christ intrusted \\'ith the 
office of confirn1Ìng his brcthren. 170 Nor does he betray 
any belief that this prerogative belonged personally and 
exclusively to I>eter, since he rests on it his 0\\"11 right 
of confirming his brethren and bringing them to the 
Hi9 Eþist. yii. Vigilii Faþæ (Labbc, t. Y., p. 1300). See also 
J
pist. ix. (I. c,. p. 1302). ., Apostolicæ Sedi tenninanda (certan1ina. 
de religione) scn.atc." 
IjO Apist. v. Pt:lagii II., quæ est i. ad Elianl ct Episcopos 
I striæ (Labbe, t. vi., p, 626). ,. Consideratc carissimi quia \'critas 
lnentiri non potest, nec fides Pctri in a
ternUll1 quassari potcrit vel 
mutari: nam CUll1 omnes discipulos diabolus ad excribrandunl 
poposcit, pro solo Petro sc Dominus rogas5c tcstatur, ct ab co 
\"oluit ceteros confirm
\ri." 
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right belic(1i1 lIence \ve see that he attributes to the 
Pontifical authority enjoyed by him that prerogative of 
infallibility, \vhich \\'as granted to the Head of the 
..t\..postles by the "Tords of our Lord, Gregory 1., his 
successor (590-604), notwithstanding his great hunlility 
and reserve, did not abstain from holding up to vie\v 
the sanle essential prerogative of his Papal Suprenlacy. 
In fact he, like his predecessors, ordered that all causes of 
faith should be reserved for his suprenlc judgment;172 and 
in a Letter to the Bishops of Gaul he clearly states the 
reason for the reservation; he says that causes of this 
nature could be ternlinated only by his due and certain 
definition. 1í : J On this account he does not Inake any 
difference behveen ecclesiastical tradition and his o\vn 
profession of faith, nor again beÌ\\'een this and the 
confession of St. }Jetcr; therefore he concludes that all 
\\-ho hold his faith hold the confession of the Prince of 
the Apostles, and rest on the rock of the Church,1i.! 
In confonnity \vith this doctrine he calls the Apostolic 
See the head of faith: li5 the head is the guide and 
the regulating po\ver in the human body. If then the 
.l\postolic See is the head of faith, it must be the 
guiding and regulating po\ver of faith, and consequently 


lil "
os secundmll c,.angelicam voceln studclnus fraternitati 
ct dilectioni vC5træ . . . quæ nobis jussa sunt, cum sinceritatc 
cordis cxhibcrc. X ostis cnim in evangelio dOlninmn prOclaIl1an- 
tern: 'Simon, Sinlon,' etc."-Luke xxii.-(1. c.). 
Ii2 J:pist., 1. V., Apist. liii. ad V(f{iIÙtlJl 
pisc. (Op., t. ii" 
p. 783. Edit, Bened,); et Eþist. liv. (1. c., p. 784). 
173 Ibid., Epist. live (1. c,). "Quatenus a nobis vale at sine 
dubio sentcntia tcrminari." 
IH ,. emu itaquc intcgritatcln nostraln ex aperta nlea traditionc 
sell professione cognoscitis, dignum est ut de Ecclcsia S. Petri 

 \postolorunl Principis nullum ulterius scrupulum dubietatis habe- 
atis: sed in vera fide persistite, et vitam vestram in petra Ecclesiæ, 
hoc est in confessione beati Petri Apostolormn Principis solidata" 
(Hþis!., 1. iv" cpo xxxviii.,!. c., p. 7 I 8). 
175 Eþis!., 1. xiii., cpo xxxvii., 1. c., p. 1244. 
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infallible; for there cannot be any po\\"cr upon earth 
divinely appointed to guide and regulate divine faith 
,vithout being infallible in its uttcrances of faith. In 
another section \ve shall have to speak at length of 
Pope Agatho (678-682) and of the Sixth I
cumenical 
Council; it ,\rill therefore be sufficient here to point out 
one or hvo passages of the Pope's I.,ctter to th<..: 
Emperor, read in that Synod, in \vhich he soleInnly 
asserted Papal Infallibility. He explicitly declares that 
the Roman See had never at any tiOlC declined frol11 the 
.straight path of truth, but had ahvays been preserved 
from error since the Apostles placed in it the deposit of 
revealed doctrine; and that it \vould ahvays so last till 
the end of tiIl1C, pure and immaculate in its teaching. 
Tie alleges in proof of this the pron1Ïsc nlade by our 
Lord to Peter, that his faith should never fail.1 í6 The 
same language is held by his successor, Leo II. (682
 
-683). "This Pope, in his Letter to the Emperor after 
the Sixth Synod, declares in \\'hat sense and for \\'hat 
reason he sanctions the doctrine of fdith fixed by the 
Council. .. Since," he says, "the holy universal and 
great Sixth Synod has follo,ved in everything the 
...\postolic doctrine of the 1110st eminent Fathers, and 
since it preached the sanle definition of the right of 
faith, \vhich the .l\.postolic See of the holy i\postlc 


li6 .. Quæ (Eec1esia Romana) cjus (Petri) annitcnte præsidio 
nunquam a via ycritatis in qualibet crroris parte detlexa cst " 
(Eþis!. ...J.gatholtis Paþæ ad LÒllstaJlt. IJJlþ., in Act. i,'. Cone. 
Const. iii. Labbe, t. ,'ii., p. 659). "Quæ (Eecl. Rom,) per Dei 
()mnipotentis gratianl a tramite Apostolieæ traditionis nunquanl 
crrassc probabitur, nee hæretieis novitatibus depra,-ata sueeubuit, 
sed ut ab exordio fidei Christianæ pcreepit ab auetoribus suis 
Apostolormll Christi prineipibus illibata fine tenus permanct, 
seeundunl ipsius Domini Salvatoris divinam pollieitationem, qUaIl1 
suorum Diseipulonml Prineipi in saeris Evangelieis fatus est: 
.. Petre, Petre, inquiens,' ete.))-Lue. xxii. 31, 32-(lbid. Labbe, 
1. e. p. 662). See our panlphlct, Popt: HonoJ ius, p. 88. 
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Peter received ,vith ,'eneration, therefore ,ve, and 
through our exercise of our office this venerable 
Apostolic See, give full consent to the things contained 
in the definition of faith," &C. 177 The main reason 
therefore, as "'C renlarked in another ,vork,li8 ,vhy 
Pope Leo sanctions the definition of the right faith is, 
because he found it confornlable with the doctrine of 
the Pontifical See, by ,,'hich the Synod itself, according 
to its o,vn confcssion, had been instructed. This ,vas 
nothing short of exhibiting the Pontifical See as thc 
authentic organ of the Apostolic teaching. It ,,'as not 
enough that the doctrine contained in the definition 
agreed "rith the ùoctrine of the Fathers; it ,vas necessary 
that it should also be in agreement ,vith the teaching of 
the Apostolic See; for the doctrine of the Fathers is 
a stream from that head fountain. But if the truth of a 
dogmatic doctrine depends upon its agreeing ,vith the 
teaching of the Pontifical See, ,,'e have here a plain 
evidence of the infallibility of that See in its doctrinal 
JJlogistcrÙt1I1. "'e conclude then that Pope Leo II., 
no less than his predecessors, upheld the doctrine of 
Pontifical Infallibility. 
The Popes of the seventh century, ,vhotn 1\'C havc 
mentioned, spoke the language of the "'hole Church 
in favour of Infallibility. In that very age St. l\laximus 
of Constantinople, one of the n10st learned Doctors 
and Martyrs of his tin1c, bore ,,'itness to this doctrine 
in the plainest ternlS. lIe nlakes no difference bet\,'een 
the Roman See and the Catholic Church, asserting that 
,vhoever is recognised by the Roman See, is every\\'herc 
and by eycr)" one looked upon as pious and orthodox, 
Nor does he distinguish bct\\"ecn the Ronlan Pontiff 


1i7 Exemþll/Jlt Re!a!ioIlÙ LCOJlis II. ad COJlstllJlliJlIlJIl IN/þ. 
(Labbe, t. vii., p. I 153). 
178 See Poþe H01lOrill.f before tIle TribuJla! of l?cn.fOJI and 
His/or)', n. i,-., p. 110, seq. 
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and the Ronlan See, but he identifies the t".o; so that 
the Pope is personally regarded as the source of 
Catholic doctrine and the centre of orthodox faith. Ii!) 
... \ Doctor \\'ho speaks in these terms of the l
oman See, 
evidently teaches its infallibility. j-\nd it must be 
remarked that the holy Doctor enforces these principles 
\\'hen speaking of Pyrrhus, the J\Ionothelite Patriarch 
of Constantinople, And it is ,\'ell kno\vn that ,,,hen 
this hcretical Patriarch yielded to the arguments of 
St. l\laxinlus and enlbraced the Catholic faith, he 
acted on the principles inculcated by the holy Doctor, 
and going to H.on1c, presented to Pope Theodore a 
Libl'llus of faith, in \\'hich he fully condemned his past 
. 
errors, ISO About the san1e tilne, Sergius of Cyprus 
addressed a lettcr to the same Pope Theodore, \vhich \"as 
read in the Lateran Council, proclaiming this singular 
prerogative of the IToly See. "Christ our Lord," he 
says, "0 sacred Head, has constituted your Apostolic 
See, as the foundation divinely firnl and inlmoveable, as 
the brightest 1110nUtnent of the faith. For thou art 
Peter, as the di\9ine ,,'ord has truly proclaimed thee, and 
upon that rock the colunlns of the Church are built."181 
Sophronius, Patriarch of ] crusalcIn, spoke the same 
language in the saIne age. 'Vhen intrusting Stephen 
of Dora ,yith the cOl1uuission of going to Rome in 


li!! Api.d. S. Jlilximi ad P,"/rllJ1l il/us/rclIt (Op" t. ii., p. 14-'-. 
Edit. 
ligne). h Omnis qui eos, qui Pyrrhm11 reprobaverunt. 
anathematizat. SCdC111 Romanam, idest Catholieam Eeclesianl 
anathcmatizat. . . . Fcstinet pro omnibus Scdi Romanæ satis- 
faecre. Hac enim s<ltisfaeta eommuniter ubique omnes piunl hune 
ct orthodoxml1 prædieabullt. 
 am frustra SOIUl111110do loquitur, 
tlui Inihi similes suadcndos ae suseipicqdos putat, ct non satisfaeit 
ct implorat sanetissimæ Romanonnl1 Eeclesia
 beatissimmll Papam, 
iciest ..\postolieam Sedcl11," etc. 
l
O Cone. Lat. :;ub 
Iartino 1. Papa, Seer. i. (Labbe, t. vii.. P.9 1 ). 
11;1 Eþùt. Selgii L)'þricllsiJ' Api.rc. ad Tllt"odm"/IJJl Paþam, in 
Cone, Lat. i., Seer. ii. (Labbe, t. vii., p. 125, scq.). 
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ûrder to securc a final condemnation of l\Ionothe- 
lism, he cntreated hin1 to repair as soon as possible 
to Rome. ,,-here the foundations of the orthodox faith 
are laid.1 82 Languagc such as this certainly rcflects the 
universal persuasion of the Infallibility of the Pope; 
especially seeing that these holy Prelates addressed the 
..l\.postolic See- for the purpose of getting a final 
sentence against error and heresy. They say, ,vithout 
any fear of exaggeration, not only that the Pope is 
Peter, but that the pillars of the Catholic Church, and 
the foundations of thc orthodox dogmas, rest on hinI. 
Ho\\r could this be said ,,'ithout error if the Pope and 
his See be liable to crror and heresy? In that case it 
. 
,vould be untrue that the pillars and foundations of 
orthodoxy are grounded on a solid rock, not to be 
Inoved by all the po,vers of darkness. \\Te have confined 
,ourselves to the testimony of ,,-riters in the Eastern 
Church, our object being to prove ho,y in that age the 
persuasion of Papal Infallibility "ras deeply rooted in 
the East. 
There is no need to lengthen this section by nlulti- 
plying quotations. But ,,'e cannot pass over the great 
Pope Nicholas I., ,,-ho solemnly inculcated the doctrine 
of Infallibility in the Eastern Church at the time ,vhen 
the impious Photius ,\raS striving to detach it fron1 thè 
-centrc of unity. Not only does he renlind Photius of 
the supreme po\ver of Papal authority in the Church 
above the Ecumenical Councils themselves, ,\'hich O'\"C 
their strength to the authority of the Pope ;183 but 
also he recalls to his lllind that all the Faithful seek 
for · true doctrine, and derive integrity of faith fronl 
the holy Roman See, ,vhich is the Head of all the 


182 Libellus Slt-þhalli Don:Jlsis Eþis[., in Con. Lat. i., Seer. ii. 
(Labbe, 1. c., p. 108, scq.). 
183 Eþis!. vi. lVicolai Paþer ad P/W!ÙIJJl (Labbe, t. IX., 
p. 13 06 ). 
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Churches. 1St Therefore he asserts in another of his 
I..ctters to the l
lnpcror ::\Iichael, that l\Icthodius 
repaired to St. I)eter and to hinl in order to be fed 
with the nlilk of the holy R.onlan Church, the l\lother 
of all ; and that he had learned from this Church ho\\
 
to defend the Catholic dognla; from it hc had received 
the authority of preaching the truc doctrine, and dra\vn 
from it strength to defeat and conqucr the Iconoclasts. Is .; 
]
"or the same reason he lays do\vn thc great principle 
that no one can call again into question that ,,"hich the 
.l\postolic See has decidcd, and that no one can evcr 
judge its judgments. 1S6 Nor did hc speak in this nlanner 
as giving nlerely his 0\\"11 personal opinion; hc cxpressed 
the pcrsuasion of the U niyersal Church, and espccially 
of the East. There are several letters of St. Theodorus 
Studita, ,,-ho lived in the ninth century, \vhich are suffi- 
cient to sho\\
 ho\\" the doctrine of Papal Infallibility had, 
at that tilllC, struck deep root atllong the Easterns, It is 
ilnpossible to find stronger languagc than he etnploys. 
j\ fe\\r extracts of his letters are given in the notes, 
to justify our assertion,187 But "pc have at hand another 


l
t I__pist. vi.. p. 1303. h U ni\"ersitas credentium ab hac sancta 
ROlnana Ecclesia, quæ caput est Ecclcsiarum. doctrinmn cxquirit. 
i ntcgritatenl fidei deposcit.'. 
Ib.) E-.:pist. viii. l\zcolai Paþæ ad Jlichllelem (Labbe, L c,. p. 133 2 ). 
ISG Ibid., p. 1339. 
18i Theodorus Studita, I-..pist., 1. ii" r..pisl xii. ad Pasquall'lll I, 
(:\ I ignc, t, xci
., J> ]>. GG., p. I 15 I). ,. A udi A postolicum caput, a 
Deo pr
cposite pastor o\-ium Christi. j
lnitor regni cælorum, petra 
fidei super quall1 ædificata cst Catholica Ecclesia, Petrus cnim tu. 
Petri sedcm exornans ct gubernans" (Epist. xiii" CjUSdCIU libri. 

 1 d PasqlltlÜm I.. 1. c.. p. I 154). "Respexit nos Oriens ex alto, 
Christus Dcus nostcr tuam in OccidLnte bcatitudineln, tanqualn 
f.1CClTI quamdan1 divinitus lucentem. ad Ecclcsiæ quæ sub cælo 
cst illuminationcln in Apostolica prima Sede constituens" (1. c., 
p, I 155). .. \" os igitur illin1is re\"era et sincerus ab initio fons 
orthodoxæ \.eritatis: \"os adversus omnCll1 hærcticaIu procellam 
tranquillus scpositus Ecc1esi
c univcrsæ portus: \"OS a Deo clecta 
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.argument from the formulary of faith \vritten by Pope 
Nicholas himself, and scnt to Constantinople to receive 
the adhesion of the Bishops. This formulary of faith 
(,'n1bodics that of Pope Horn1isdas, \vhich affords so 
<:lear a testimony to Papal Infallibility. Although the 
schisnlatical party of Photius refused submission to 
that formulary "'hen Pope Hadrian 11., successor of 
Nicholas 1., sent it again to Constantinople as a con- 
ùition of peace, all the Clergy, as r\nastasius the 
I...ibrarian inforn1s us, copied and signed it, so that no 
one ""as adll1itted into the Eighth Ecunlenical Council 
,vho had not prescnted that profession of faith signed 
\vith his o,vn hand. 188 \Ve must then again conclude 
that Nicholas I., ,vhcn proclaiming his o\vn infallibility, 
reflected the persuasion of the Universal Church, and 
that he ,vas the authentic organ of the Catholic intellect, 
\Ve have no need to quote testilnonies fron1 other 
Popes frolll Nicholas I. do\vn to Leo IX., \vho reigned 
at the time of l\Iichael Cerularius, Patriarch of Con- 
stantinople, to ,,"holn is due the final separation of the 
Oriental frol11 the Latin Church. But '\'e cannot pass 
over the ,vords addressed by the last-named Pope to 
the schislnatical Patriarch, in ,yhich the doctrine of the 
Infallibility of the Papal See is undoubtedly inculcated. 
1 [e refers to the ,,"ords of Christ as intended for all the 
Successors of St. Peter-a I have prayed for thee that 
thy faith fail not;" and he continues, "Can there be 
anyone so foolish as to belicve that the prayer of Hinl 
\\Tho can do ,,,hat He ,vilIs \vill ail in anyone of Peter's 
Successors? Have not the novelties of heretics in all 
times been overthro\\'n by the See of the Prince of the 


civitas rcfllgii salutis," &c. l\Iany other extracts could be produced 
fr0111 the Eþist. lxiii., 1. ii. (1. c., p. I
82) ; Eþist. lxxxvi., 1. ii. (1. c., 
p. 1331); 
pist. cxxix., 1. ii. (1. c., p. 1419), &c. 
188 .A,nastasius Bib!., J\Totæ ad COile. CEc. ,-iii. (Labbe, t. }.., 
p. 498, scq.). 
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\postles-that is to say, by thc Rotnan Church, 
through Peter himself as ,,'cll as through his Successors? 
J lave not the hearts of the brcthren been confirmed in 
the faith of St. Peter, ,\'hich till now. has not failed, 
and never shall fail till the end? "18
 The ,,"ords of this 
great Pontiff nced no COnlmel1t ,vhatevcr. But they 
remind us that the l>opes ,,"cre in the habit of applying 
to their Sce and to themselves the above ,vords 
a nd l) r o misc of our Lord as Gclasius 190 PclaCTius 191 
( "b , 
Vitalian,1!:>2 IIadrian 1,,193 and others; and also of 
dra\ving from thc text thcir o\\'n infallibility, as ,vas 
done by .Agatho,194 and Lco IX. himself,195 as \vell as 
by their succcssors, Pascal 1I.,1OO Innocent lII.,197 and 
others. Like\\'ise thcy grounded the prerogatives of 
indcfectibility and infallibility of the Apostolic See on 
the ,yards recorded by St. :Ylatthc,v xvi. 18, as Leo I.,1!Js 
Simplicius,1V<J Gelasius/
oo &c. These practices prove 
c\'idently that long before the tinle of Gregory VII., 
and much nlore beforc the Council of Constance, St. 
'[homas, or thc theologians of the sixteenth century, 
the doctrinc of Papal Infallibility had been authentically 


1
9 Eþist. i, Lconis I# \-. ad .Jficha.'/clIz COIlSt. Patr" n. VII. 
tLabbe, t. ix., p. 1323). 
1 '10 V þ ' " 
 l " " } ) ,/, (L bb ) 
, J
 iSt. )...lV. (It: aSll arÛ? a e, t. v.. p. 341 . 
191 Eþis!. \'. Pclagii II. ad Eliam (Labbe, t. vi., p. ..1.2 6 ). 
192 Eþis!. i. ad })allluIJl r.:pis,-. Crc!. (Labbe, t. \ ii., p. .....60). 
193 
pist. ad L
lJ'obl1il R
çCJlt þro ,S)"lOdo .J.YicæJla (Labbe, 
t, \'iii" p. 1553). 
19! 
pist. 
 19athollis }Jaþæ ad Const. Illlþl"ra!., in Cone. <.Ee. vi., 
Act. iv. (Labbe, t. vii" p. 662). 
19;; L. e. 
1Dü In Cone. Lateranensi i,". sub Pasehali II. (Labbe, t. xii., 
p. 122]). 
197 Eþist. eeix. hULOCelt!ii I I I. ad }'atriarcha1ll COIlS!. Rt'g., 
1. ii" p. 759. Edit. 
ligne. 
HIS S. Leo Papa, St"-Ill. iii., eapp. ii., iii. (Gp., t. i., p. 12. Edit. 
Ball. ). 
lU9 Eþis!. i,". Simþ/icii Paþa: (Labbe, t. \'., p. 9 8 ). 
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proclaimed by the Supreme Pastors of the Church. So 
that the Pontiffs ,,,ho in more recent times have solemnly 
condeInned propositions contrary to that doctrine, have 
done no more than echo the teaching of a long line 
atnong their predecessors. 


SECTION \T. 


THE APOSTOLIC SEE A SUPRE:\IE AKl) IKF\LLIBLE 
TRIBUXAL OF FAITH. 
IT has seemed to members of the School of theological 
opinion ,,,hich goes by the name of Anglican, that the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility is opposed to the principles 
according to ,,,hich the Church declares any matter to 
be of faith. The High Church party agree in this 
yie"., and it is sufficient to mention the Rev. \\.,.. Palmer, 
author of the Tr{:atise Oil the Church of Christ,201 and 
Dr. Pusey, ,\'ho is fairly considered as the leader and 
principal organ of that party.202 The last-named speaks 
expressly upon thc matter: 203 "The personal Infallibilit) 
of the Pope, by himself, is a great change both in the 
constitution of thc Church and the principles upon 
,,"hich it declares any mattcr to be de fide." According 
to this School, "no fixed rule exists in the Church as to 
settling disputes of faith."204 Heresies, they think, may 
be condemned by the ,,,hole Church ,\"ithout a general 
Council, there being other \\'ays of ascertaining the 
tuind of the Church. 205 They deny the infallibility even 
200 Eþist. xiv., sive Tract. de Re.p. ad Græcos (Labbe, t. Y., 
p" 34 1 ). 

Ol Vol. ii., pt. Ï\'., ch. vii., sects. i., ii.. p. 114, scq. Edit. of 184:!. 
20
 Eirellicoll, p. 124, Edit. 186 5. 
203 Ibid. 
20t Ibid., p. 9 0 . 
20:; Ibid., pp. 88-9 0 . 
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of General Councils confinncd by thc Pope,20G ,vhich 
doctrine ,\'as admitted cven by the Gallicans as de fide .- 
and ,vas rejectcd only by the follo\,'crs of H..icher and 
Ji'cbronius, and by a part of the scct of J ansenists. 
The I-ligh Church party sccm to have no clear vie"'s 
upon the subject, and they vcnture to assert that it 
is a nlatter of opinion among !{on1an Catholics. 201 'Ihey 
seem to believe that the principlcs according to \vhich 
the Church dec1ares any n1atter to be of faith, are that 
the doctrine should be proposed as such by the full 
conscnt of the ,,'holc Church; again, that this consent 
be nladc n1anifest either by a Gcneral Councilor by 
other \\rays to \vhich their "Titers allude, but \vhich 
they do not explain. Let us examine \yhethcr thesc 
wcre the principles according to \d1ich, in thc carly 
agcs, doctrincs \yere dec1ared de fide, and errors \vere 
condemned as heresies. \Ve have already sho,vn, 
especially in our third section, that the doctrine of 
Papal Infallibility, far fron1 being a change in the 
constitution of the Church, is idcntified ,vith it. I n the 
present section this truth ,vill appear yet n10re clearly 
,vhen the rcal principlcs are statcd according to \\'hich 
in antiquity doctrincs "'ere proposcd as n1attcrs of faith, 
\Ve have already n1cntioned in the preceding section 
that the CallJ'æ l'rl ajorcJ', concerning faith and thé state 
of the Church, \'"cre considcred as belonging exclusively 
to thc j\postolical Sec. In developing the truth of 
this, '\'C said enough to sho\v that thc Papal right in 
judging dcfinitively in {natters of faith ,vas of divine 
origin. j\ passagc taken fron1 a Letter of Pope Julius 1., 
quotcd by St, i\thanasius in his Apologiù,2US not only 


:'OG See Palmer, Op. cit., 1. c. 
:!o. Ibid., 1. c. 
208 Eþis!. Julii Paþæ ad EllScbiallos, n. 22 (Coustant, p. 3 8 6, 

cq,); in S. Athanasii Aþologia contra A rianos, n. 35 (Op., t. j" 
p. 121. Edit. Pata,"ji. 1775). 
II 
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,vill confirm this doctrine, but ,,"ill also 5ho\\. clearly 
\vhat ,vas the constant practice in the Church \vith 
regard to the condenlnation of ne\v heresies. CI Are 
of you ignorant," says the Pontiff, addressing the Eusebian 
Bishops of the I
astern Church, "that this has been 
the custonl of the Church-that, first of all, letters 
should be sent to us, that thus \vhat is just Illay be 
decreed from this place? If therefore any suspicion 
fall upon a Bishop, it \vould be right to apply to this 
Church. But no\v, they \\'ho informed us not, but left 
us ignorant of the course of events, make themselves 
supporters of the suspicious vie\\'s. Such \vere not the 
ordinances of St. Paul, nor \vas it so handed us dO\Vll 
by the Fathers; this is a fornl altogether, strange, and a 
ne\v institution." This passage from the Letter of Pope 
] ulius is sufficient to prove that, according to the 
guiding principles of the Church, no decree \vhatever 
of faith can be enacted "rithout the final and definitive 
sentence of the Pope. Socrates, the Greek historian, 
speaking of this Letter, renlarks that Ii by the Ia \v of 
the Church it is forbidden to decree anything over and 
above the judgnlent of the l<.oman Pontif("209 Sozomen, 
another Greek historian, uses similar language con- 
cerning this sanle Letter of Pope J ulius. 210 "It is a la\v 
of the Church," he says, ., by \vhich anything \yhatever 
òeclared over and above the judgment of the Roman 
Pontiff should be held as altogether null and void." 
'To these authorities \ve could also add that of the 
Tripartite llisto1J', in ,,:hich the same renlark is insisted 
upon. 211 Innocent I., in his Letter to the Fathers 


%09 Socrates, His!. Eccl., 1. ii., cap. xvii., p. 9-+, seq. Edit. Valesii. 
... · ... I "l I \ 
"- \ 
 - 
':OiJ Eí!.y.À'1jtJlatJ';"lí!.OiJ xaliOvCJ; Y..EAEiJOyr;-O;, ,1JJ1} vEllI ';;"upa ,,/VW/J.ilJV 'Z"OiJ 
. , c, ''7 \. ì ' 

'-;ltJy"(Jt;;'OiJ PW/.L?J; í!.aVOYIt.,.,E/Ii r;-a; Eitit ..?JtJla;. 
210 Sozomen, His!. Èccl., 1. iii., cap. x., p. 510. Edit. Valesii. 
211 Cassiodorus, His!. 7ì-iþar!., 1. iv., cap. ix. (:\Iigne, P P. LL., 
t. lxix., p. 960). 
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asscIublcd at ::\Iilcvis, "phich ""C quoted above, points 
uut in the Blost absolute manner the univcrsal la,v of 
the Church ,,'ith regard to controversies of faith: they 
nlust all be referred to the Chair of St. Pctcr. 212 Gelasius 
enforced the sanle la,\' of the Universal Church in his 
Letter to the Bishops of Dardania a.lel lllyricum; 21:: 
and in another of his I.Jetters he complains in strong 
tcrnlS that there ""erc sonIC ,vho thought to set up 
certain Canons as opposed to the Pontifical right of 
receiving appeals froI11 the whole Church, ,vhile in truth 
these ,-ery Canons prescribed that appeals from the 
\vhole Church should be brought before the Pontifical 
See; that this See had jurisdiction over the \vholc 
Church, ,,-hile its judgIllents "'ere subject to no appeal. 
nor ,vas the See itself subject to any jurisdiction 
''" ha tever. 
H 
The clailu put fon\'ard by Pope Gelasius reflects
thc 
practice of the Universal Church and the divine pre- 
rogati,pc, \\"hich in the persuasion of all had ah,pays 


21:! J:þÙt. 
 \.À. hl/we". f. ad Pain's .Jfik'i'., cap. ii. (Coustant. 
p'. 896). 
'Quotics fidci ratio \-cntilatur, arbitror omnes fratres ct 
coëpiscopos nostros nonnisi ad Petrum. idcst sui nominis et honoris 
.1Uctorclll reff'rrc debcrc." 
"13 E '.ñ. t ... ( ' r ' h . 1 } 'I.. t V R pj ' . 8 
-' --r 1 . f . XVl1l., n. 4 Ie 
 
ru. .1\. .. t. I., p. 3 5. 
Brullsbcrgæ, 1868). .. Si quos vcro novos didiceritis nlotus c
- 
lIrgerc, nobis fratcrna debctis consuctudinc reserarc, quo subindt.: 
y'u
c P3trum regu]is congruant. præstantc Dmnino remedia pro- 
curelnus." 

u l:.pisl. x,. seu L(>IJlIJIOJtiloriIlJJl, ad j'ìll1slllJ1l, n. 5 (Thiel. 
l:þisl. RR. PI'., t. j,. p. 34-3, seq.). .. Xobis opponunt canoncs. 
dum ncsciunt tLuid ]otlUantur. Contra quos hoc ipso \pcnirc St.: 
produnt, quod Prima.
 Sedi. sana rectaquc suadcnti, parere fugiunt, 
r psi sunt eanoncs, qui .-\ppcllatiollcs totius F:cclesiæ ad hujus Sedis 
c'\.amen yoluere dcfcrri. Ab ipsa ycro nusqualll prorsus appellari 
dcbcre san
crunt. .-\c pro hoe illalU de tota Ecclesia judicare, 
ipsam ad nullius commearc judicimn. nee de ('jus unquan1 præ- 
ccpcrunt judicio judic.ui. Scntcntiamquc iIIius constitucrunt non 
oporterc dissoh-i, cujus potius decreta sL'quenda Inandarunt:' 
11 2 
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belonged to the }{onlan Church alone. It is unquestion- 
able that from the remotest ages of Christianity the See 
of ROl1lc "yas regarded as the supremc tribunal in 
Iuattcrs of faith, to ,,-hich all causes concerning faith 
ought to be referred, and by ,,-hich the defìniti\yc 
sentence should be pronounced ,,-ithout any appeal 
\"hatevcr. l'he eInbassy sent by the l\1artyrs of l.Jyons 
to Pope Eleutherius sho\\ys in \"hat :ight the Christians 
()f the second century regarded the See of ]{ome, Thc 
controversy then concerned the errors spread by 
:\Iontanus, Alcibiades, and Thcodotus, ,,'ho caused great 
COnl1110tion and dissension in Gaul. The holy l\Iartyrs. 
\\,hile in prison. ,,-rote letters to their brethren in Asia 
and Phrygia. condeillning the errors of these Inen, But 
in order to restore peace and harmony in the Churches. 
they addressed their prayers to Pope _Eleutherius,:
1.1 
and to hinl they despatched Iren;eus. then a Priest. 
\\'ith their comnlendatory letters. as ,,-ell as ,,-ith those 
of the Clergy of l.Jyons, in order that he Inight 
i1egotiate \yith the Pontiff and settle the controversy, 
restoring peace to the Churches both of the \V cst and 
of the East. 2Hi Thus the l\lartyrs sent a regular elnbassy 
to the Pope. ,,'ith the certain persuasion that the 
authority of the ROlnan See could quench the fire of 
discord and re-establish peace and unity in faith, 
Protestant \\rriters, and Dr. }{outh aillong them. try their 
\-ery uÌlnost to ,,-rest this argument from the hands of 
Catholics. It is true that the letters of the lVlartyrs 
\\'cre sent into Phrygia and Asia, ,,-here the errors and 
the inlpostun.:s of 1\Iontanus and his con1panions had 
Blade great progre
s. The passage of }-:uscbius is clear 
cnough in this respect; but that the embassy of the 
\1artyrs ,,-as sent to those Churches no less than to 

1:; Eusebius. H. 1:'., 1. Y., cap, iii., p. 168. Edit. Yalesii. 

16 1.ìÞlZ!.['. E"þist. Jfart)'lïllll L7I
E:dllllCllSillJl/, in Constant, l:pist 
Nom. P P.. p. 87. scq.; in Ronth. Rcliqujæ Sacra'.. t. i.. p. 
8ï. 
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:Eleutherius Jnust be ab:.;olutely denied. J
usebius, and 
the frag-nlcnts of the letter to ,,'hich he refers, plainly 
testify that St. ] renætls \\"as intrusted ,,'ith a special 
n1Ïssion to Pope l
lel1thcrius, that he Inig-ht, as it \ven.
, 
negotiate for th
 peace of the Churches. 
17 The fact 
of their sending an especial eIl1bassy to }{0111e sho\\"s 
\\"hat ""as the idea they had, in the 111iddle of the second 
century, of the supren1C authority of the Pope to put 
do\vn errors and heresies \"hich defiled the purity of 
the faith. For. the doctrine propagated by ::\Iontanus, 
... \lcibiades, and Theodotus, beyond all controversy 
concerned the faith. 
The existence of this ul1Ï\?ersal persuasion becomes 
-;till Blore evident in latcr tinles. In the Iniddle of 
the third century Dionysius of _ \lexdndria knc\v ,yen 
that Decrees had been passed in large asselublies of 
Bishops condenlning- baptisnl conferred by heretics; 
but he \\"as also a\\"are that Pope Stephen refused to 
hold conlnlunion ,,,ith those ,,,ho rebaptised heretics: 
upholding, in this, the Ronlan tradition, although he did 
not pronounce any definitive condenlnation of the 
opposite practice, nor inflict any anathema upon its 
authors. 21s 
o,," in this state of things a case involving 
the question chanced to occur at ... \lexandria. nut 
l)ionysius did not dare to adn1Ïnister a second baptisnl 
against the j udgmcnt of Pope Stephen; he there- 
fore addressed a letter to Xystus 11., the successor 
()f that Pope, begging him to give instructions that he 
Jnight not be deceived, as in fact he ,,"ould have been, 


21- J ' b " } ".T Z:' I ..." 68 ' I ' h d 
' '
use IUS, 7. r
., . Y., cappo HI., IV., p. J. e war 

pzcr,3E
OY"E;. which is translated by \T alcsius. Routh, &c" "per 
legationc fungentes," might be better rendered .. per legationem 
mittentes." 
218 I 'L
 1 . } ".T } ' I ... , " 
n r
use J1US, 7. :.., . V11., cap. IX., p. 254- . . . 'lap ()
,:"w;, 
-;;: ":\.' , 3 ":\.- J . . - ,... , , 
UUiA
E, Yoal (J!.J.IJ.: CJUA'1j;, "a 'l
WfJ"r;; al':"W r:apa (J(JtJ, ';OIOU';"f)ÏJ TIYCJ; 
":\.(\, , ..
, "I , 
,'.kOI r:PO(JEA,JCJ"';O; '::'paY.'.ka,;r;; OEUlWÇ .'.kr; upo, (J
a^ì..
.'uJ.l. 
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had he formed his opinion upon the numerous pronu- 
nent Synods held in that age. Let us ren1ark that 
Dionysius ,vas Patriarch of an Apostolic and illustrious 
Church, and second in dignity to the \\T estern Patriarch 
alone. }-Ic had inherited the tradition of the Apostles. 
and yet he turns his eyes to I
onle, to the Patriarch 
of the \Vest, in order to be enlightened and saved 
from hallucination. The consentient voice of many 
Synods of Bishops is not esteemed by him capable of 
giving security against J11istake and deceit; he a\vaits 
fron1 the mouth of the Pope the final ,,'ord ,,'hich is tÙ' 
give certainty to his nlind, and screen hiln fron1 danger 
of illusion; he professes therefore that a ,\'ord upon a 
doctrinal nlatter from the Pope is of efficacy to oUÌ\\'eigh 
the authority of numerous influential Synods, and give 
such a character of truth that no place could be left 
for any doubt or anxiety ,\'hatever. N o,\
 he ,,'ho 
speaks thus nlust beyond doubt have had an intimate 
persuasion that the See of St. Peter is the suprenle 
infallible court in causes of faith. 
Again, St. Cyril, a successor of Dionysius in the Patri- 
archal See of Alexandria, affords another clear proof 
of OUf point. 'Vhen N estorius attempted to attack tIle 
dogn1a of the Incarnation, and "'as spreading the poison 
of his heretical doctrine through all parts of the Eastern 
Church, the Alexandrine 1>atriarch applied to Popæ- 
Celestine to ask ,\rhether he and the other Catholic 
Rishops of the }:ast should abstain from any com- 
111union ,\'ith N estorius, then Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, and solemnly conden}l1 his errors. 219 But St. 
Cyril '\'as fully a,\'arc not only that the doctrine of 
Xestorius ,vas unreasonable and absurd, but also that 
it \vas contrary to the faith laid do\vn by the Apostles. 22 /\ 


210 Eþisl. xi. ad Cæ!tslÙllllll Pllþalll (Op., t. x., p. 80, seq_ 
Edit. l\1igne). 
220 L. c., n. 2. 
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.l\lready by his 
=ncyclical Letters he had cautioned 
the Catholics of Egypt and of 1\lacedonia against the 
ne\v heresy; he had \varned N cstorius hill1self, and 
pointed out to him ho,v alien "'cre his doctrines fronl 
the Catho1ic dogmas. 221 1\10reover, he recognised that 
to him, as a Bishop and Patridrch, the keeping of the 
faith had been committed. 222 :\c,'crtheless, he applies 
to the Pope for 1\\'0 principal reasons: first, because 
this ,vas the constant practice of the ,,"hole Christian 
antiquity, that the causes of faith should be referred 
to thc Roman Pontiff,22;
 therefore hc sends to Celcstine 
the hon1ilies of N estorius, and extracts containing his 
crroneous propositions, that he might forn1 his o,\'n 
judgment concerning the ne\v errors ;22-1 secondly, 
because the certainty of the doctrine of faith, so neces- 
sary for the defence of revealed dogma, Cd.nnot be 
obtained except from the Apostolic See. He therefore 
entreats the Pope to pronounce sentence, that he 
and all the Catholics of the I
ast might kno\\' "rhat 
course they ought to take.22
 N'O\\" no doubt can be 
entertained that St. Cyril regarded the See of !{omc 
as the supreme court, in \vhich the causes of faith must 
be definitively settled. In fact, not only does he send 
to the Pope all thc documcnts necessary for an in1partial 
judgment, but also he ilnplores fro111 hinl a final 
sentence. At the sanlC time Ncstorius, fcaring thc 
cffccts of the judgn1cnt of the l{oman See, for\varded 
to Celestine a long apology for his opinions, in order, 


2:!1 L. c., nn. 3, 
 p. 8 I, seq. 
222 L. C., n. 6, p. 84. 
, 
' I " -. L. - ... ",,- ...'\ · 
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Ibid., p. 85, scq. See also j'.;pisl. 
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if possible, to deceive and gain him over. 2:); The Pope, 
in the Roman Synod, pronounced his sentence; he 
approved the Catholic doctrine of St. Cyril, condemned 
the errors of N estorius, and threatened the Byzantine 
Patriarch \vith degradation and excomnlunication if, 
,,-ithin tcn days, he should not disclainl and condemn 
his errors. 22ï St. Cyril, \vriting to the Patriarch of 
Antioch concerning this decision of the Roman See, 
boldly dcclares that h it is necessary to be obeyed 
by all those ,,"ho cleaye to the comll1union of all the 
\Vest."22ð \Ve have secn that to be separated fronl 
the H..on1an See ,,-as deemed equivalent to scparation 
frol11 the Church Universal, \\'hence follo\\"5 the necessity 
of submitting to the sentence of the supreme tribunal 
of faith. But no Catholic can be separated fron1 the 
Church of Christ as the penalty of not elnbracing a 
doctrine \\'hich is liable to error. ...
ccording to St. 
Cyril, then, the decision of the R0111an tribunal ought 
to be held as infallible. 
In the saIne century \ve find equally clear proof 
in the case of Theodoret. N othin6' can be Inore explicit 
than his letter to Pope Leo. 22!} He begins by stating 
that causes concerning faith are necessarily referred to 
the Apostolic See; and confirn1s his assertion by the 
fact of the I
oman Church having ahvays been singular 
in preaching the doctrine of truth, and in spreading 
all over the \\TorId the rays of the right faith,230 since 
faith is the principal privilege of that See. 231 But \vhat 



:?(i Epist. xiii. S. C)'ril/i ad JOtl1t. 

 Jltioch, I. c., p. 96, et Eþist. 

Yt;storii ad CækstÙtlll1l Paþal/l (Penes Coustant, p. J075, scq.). 
227 L. c., ct Eþis!. Cælcs!iJli }>aþæ, xi., xii" xiii., etc. (Coustant, 
pp. 1101, J 107, 1113, seq.), ct COllC. ROllZa111t11l (Labbe, t. iii., p. 553). 

2
 Eþis!. :xiii. ad Joan. .A1ltioch., 1. c. 
2:l9 Eþist: cxiii. (Gp., t. iv., p. 13 I 2, seq. Edit. l\ligne). 

30 L. c., p. 1313. 
231 L. c. 
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,vas the purpose of this encon1Ïuln of the Papal See? 
tIc lays the cause of his faith before Pope Leo, that 
llC tnight judge \,'hether it \vas in accord \vith the 
.Apostolic doctrine, and pronounce a final sentence, to 
put an end to all doubts. 232 Thus \n,
 have a Bishop 
f('om the Patriarchate of 
\ntioch imploring Ronle tu 
give a final judgnlent in a cause of faith; and the 
]<oman Pontiff pronouncing his sentence, clearing the 
applicant of all inlputation, and covering his enemies 
,,'ith confusion. 233 And the appeal of Theodoret to 
Pope Leo evidently proves that in his tin1e the l{,onlall 
See ""as regarded by all as the supreme court for 
CdUSCS of faith. For on the l11eeting of the Council 
of Chalccdon an objection \vas raised by sonIC of the 
Bishops to the right of Theodorct to sit anlong thenI, 
,,-hich right, they said, he had forfeited by his \vritings 
espousing the cause of Xestorius against St. Cyril. 
K O\v it \vas ans\\'ercd by the judges that Theodoret had 
been already restored to his episcopal dignity by POpL' 
1.. eo, and that by authority of the Pontiff he assullled 
the office of accuser. 234 But in the Eighth Session certain 
charges against Theodoret \,-ere laid before the Council, 
and he ,vas called up to justify himself; and he having 
l11ade his ans\'"er, as requested, the judges again incul- 
cated \vhat they had aln.:ady said in the First Session. 
that Pope I...eo had restored him to the cOll11nunion of 
the Church and to his episcopal rank; and they invited 
the ...\ssclnbly to give a decision in conformity \\'ith the 
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Papal sentence.
35 1"hereupon all the Bishops exclaimed 
that Theodoret ,vas ,vorthy of the episcopal office, that 
rope Leo, after .God, had judged him. 23G Fron1 this ,ve 
Inay derive the follo\ving conclusions :-1. The Synod 
ackno,vledged that the Roman See had the right to pass 
sentence in a cause of faith concerning a Bishop of the 
..l\ntiochene Patriarchate, and to restore hin1 to his 
dignity. 2. The sentence of ROIne ,,'as sufficient to put 
him in communion ,yith the Universal Church, and to 
enable him to take his seat in an Ecumenical Council. 
3. Finally, the sentence passed by the Synod on the 
orthodoxy of Theodoret regarded only the personal 
dispositions of the Bishop ,vith regard to N estorius at 
the time of the Council itself; it did not affect in any 
Inanner the sentence of Pope Leo, ,,'hose j udglnent \vas 
next in authority to that of God; further, the Legates 
of the Pope, in pronouncing their final sentence, 
solen1nly declared that Leo, Bishop of the Universal 
Church, had already given Catholic comn1union to 
Theodoret. 2:
j 
But in the Lateran Synod under Pope l\lartin I., \Vc 
find collected into one vie,,' proofs derived froin various 
portions of the Church, and sho,ving ho\\y universal \vas 
the persuasion that the H..on1an See had been divinely 
appointed as the ultÍ1nate arbiter in all questions of 
faith ,vheresoever they arose. This Council alone 
suffices to prove our point. The letter of the African 
Church to Pope Theodore,238 and the Libclli of Stephen 


23'> Coneilium ChaIcedonense, Act. viii. (Labbe, 1. c.. p. 1524:- 
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238 In Cone. Lat. sub l\lartino, Seer. ii. (Labbe
 t. vii., p. 131, seq.). 



.SlIprClIIC alld IJJfallible Tribunal of Þàith. 10 7 


of Dora and of Sergius of Cyprus,239 read in the Lateran 
Council, concur to afford the strongest proof of \vhat \ve 
assert. The African Fathers copied in their address 
the \vords of Pope Innocent I. in his Letter to the 
Council of Carthage ,\.hich \ve mentioned above. No\\., 
it is just in that Letter that the Pope explicitly declarc
 
the right of the Apostolic See to examine and judge all 
causes of faith. The African Church, follo\\'ing in the 
footsteps of the great Pontiff, bears \vitness to the 
antiquity and universality of the practice of referring 
all the contro,'ersies of faith to the ROll1an See, and 
ascribes this usage to the privilege enjoyed by that See 
of being the immaculate and undefiled fountain of faith, 
fronl ,d1Ích all the Churches derive pure strean1S of 
doctrine. I n like manner, the L ibcllus presented by 
Stephen of Dora in the same Lateran Council is a 
clear testimony to the same effect. He relates the 
mission \vhich he receh'ed frOll1 Sophronius, Patriarch 
of J erusalenl, at the time ,\'hen the l\Ionothelitc heresy 
was ra,'aging the Greek Empire. He tells ho". Sophr0- 
nius took hinl to ì\Iount Cah'ary, and imposed on hiIn 
the strictest obligation to repair \\'ith an speed to Ronlc, 
in order to obtain frol11 the RonJan Pontiff a fa\'ourable 

cntencc against the ne". sect. And hc adds the 
reason \\'hy he ""as sent to Ronlc: because at Rome 
the foundations are laid of the orthodox dognla.
tO 
Sophronius then, in his clnbassy to Ronle, proves that 
he regardcd the .L \postolic See as the SUpret11C and 
infallible tribunal of faith. 4. \s to thc Libel/lis of 
Scrgius of Cyprus, the Illcrc pcrusaJ of it ,vill convince 


2.ro Libt'lIlts ..\'ftþhtllli j)(wt'llsis. in Cone. Lat., Seer. ii. (Labbe. 
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all that this Prelate, spcaking the language of the 
Church of his age, exhibits the universal persuasion 
that the Pope is the suprenle judge in matters of faith, 
and that he cannot err in his final decisions. \Vhat 
else is nleant \\.hen it is said that the Ron1an Pontiff 
,vas constituted by Christ the inlnloveable foundation of 
faith, and its lurninous sYlnbol; that he is the principal 
destroyer of all heresies, and the teacher of the orthodox 
and imnlaculate faith; and that upon these titles Sergius 
bases his appeal to the Papal judglllent; that froln the 
Pope he expects strength to give steadiness to the faith 
tossed as it is by the ,vinds of heresy, and to enlighten 
\vith the rays of his divine doctrine the darkness spread 
over all by un,vise nlen ?2-1l 
J-\ftcr these clear testinlonics, ,\'e havc no need to 
s\vell the present section ,\'ith further quotations. But 
,ve cannot pass over the appeal to the Apostolic See 
from Theodorus Studita, and the noble lctter ,,'hich 
he addressed on that occasion to Pope Paschal.24
 After 
giving to the Pope the nanles of (( ...\postolic Head," 
"Pastor of Christ's sheep appointed by God," "Keeper 
. of the gates of Heaven," (( }{ock of faith upon ,vhich 
the Catholic Church is built," h Peter himself, the 
. ornament and the governor of his See," he continues: 
(( Rise up, then, fronl the \\" est, thou imitator of Christ. 
'[ 0 thee Christ our Lord said-' And thou being once 
converted, confirm thy brethren.' Behold the time, 
behold the place; give us help, thou to whom this 
office is intrusted by God; stretch to\vards us thy 
hand and help us. Thou hast received thy po,ver 
from God, for thou art constituted the Prince of all. 
Terrify, ,\-e beseech thee, the ,vild beasts of heresy ,vith 
the s\vord of thy divine ,vord. Good Shepherd, give 
thy life for thy sheep. Let the \vhole Church \vhich 
241 In Cone. Lat. eit., Seer. ii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 125). 

42 .Epist., 1. ii., cpo xii., p. I 152, seq. (l\Iigne, P P. LL., t. xcix.). 
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is under hea,-en hear that thou hast in thy Council 
anathen1atised all ,\"ho dare to do such things, and to 
anathcIl1atisc our holy Fathcrs. This ,\"ould be accept- 
able to God, it ,,"ould afford joy to the 
\ngcls and 
Saints, gi,"e strength to those ,yho are shaken, solidity 
to those ,,"ho are still firm; it ,\"ould raise up the fallen, 
cause rejoicing to the ,,"hole Church of the Orthodox, 
and it ,,'ould be an eternal 1110nument to thy Ileadship, 
according as it has been to all those of old ,,'ho have 
preceded thee. ,\"ho, in sirnilar titnes, inspired by the 
I [oly Ghost, did that ,\"hich "'e sinners request at 
present, and ,\"ho are spoken of and held as blessed."24:: 
Fron1 this letter, as '\Tll as frol11 the other, 
-t-t in \vhich 
'rheodore and his 
Ionks thank Pope Paschal for the 
benefit iIllparted to theIn, our readers can easily 
understand that the l\postolic See, long bcfore the 
forgery of the False Decretals. ,\'as regarded cven 
,vithin the lilnits of the East as the suprcme judge of 
faith, and its sentel{ce ""as looked upon as inspired by 
the Holy Ghost. and as sufficient to consolidate the firnl 
in faith, to gi,"e strength to the ,,'eak, and to recal to the 
path of truth those ,d10 had gone astray. These arc 
the characteristics of an infallible judgrnent. 
But in order to confinn and 
xplain the truth 
established in this section, ,ye Inust add that the 
ROI11an Pontiff '\"as ah\'ays regardeù in antiquity as 
the supreme judge, ,,"hose decisions in matters of faith 
are not liable to bt.; reconsidered by any earthly tribunal. 
and thclÌ his sentence ,,-as to be received by alL \\"ithout 
the least hesitation or tergiversation. 1'his n1axim ,vas 
clearly expressed by Popes :Nicholas 1. and Leo IX. in 
the tin1es ,\-hen Photius and Cerub.rius ,,"ere beginninb 
and cOnSUn1111ating the Greek schisn1. "The judgn1ent 
of th
 ....\postolic See:' says Pope Kicholas, ., \\'hOSè 

-t3 L, c.. p. II 53, 
:!u l
pi.\'I. ),.iii,. 1. ii. (:\Iignc. 1. c,. p. I 153. seq,). 
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authority stands far above any other po\ver, can be 
re-exan1ined by no one, and nu one is aIlo\ved to 
pronounce sentence against its judgments."2-15 Pope 
I.Jeo, too, in one of his Letters to 
Iichael Cerularius, 
tells him that" he has incurred anathema from all the 
}"athers of all the \-enerablc Synods, because he has 
dared to impeach the judgn1el1t of the Supreme See, 
\vhich no one is permitted to judge."246 Nor can it be 
said that Pope Xicholas "'as proposing any ne\v n1axim, 
,\'hich he n1ight have derived from a forged Decreta1. 24 ; 
He appealed to his predecessors, ,vho had ahvays held 
the same doctrine, and prescribed it to hin1; he referred 
to the very Canons, to ,vhich his predecessors had 
also rcferred. Pope Zosimus,
48 Pope Boniface,249 Pope 
r;elasius,250 and others, already had unn1istakably exhi- 
bited the san1e doctrine. Pope Gelasius pointedly and 
repeatedly rClnarked that the ,\-hole Church is fully 


2
:>> Eþi.r/. ,"iii. ad Jlicllilclt'JJl Jnl}. (Laboe, t. ix., p. 1339). 

tG Epist. i. ad J[ichilt'l. Cent/., cap. xi. (Labbe, t. xi., p. 1326). 

4ì It is difficult to understand how S01ne writers in Gern1any 
could belie\'e that the doctrine expressed by Pope Kicholas in the 
abo,ye passage was taken fron1 the forged Decretal ii. of Pope 
::\1 arcellinus. 
2-lS Eþis!. xii. ad SYllod. tì.lrthagt', n. i. (Coustant, p. 974). 
.. De cjus (Sedis Apostolicæ) judicio disceptare nullus auderet, 
idquc per canones semper regulasque sen-avcrit," etc. 

-t!) r..pist. X'-. ad RUjillll cæterosqlfc J:j"Jiscoþos /Jfaa'dolliæ, etc., 
n. 5 (Coustant, p. 1042). ,. 1\ cn10 unqualll Apostolico cuhnini, de 
cujus judicio non licet retractari, Inanus obvias audacter intulit: 
nemo in hoc rcbellis extitit, nisi qui de se ,-oluit judicari," etc. 
2:,0 r.:pÙd. xx,'i. ad E/ns,-. DardtlllÙp, n. 5 (Thiel, Eþist.l?R. Pi>.. 
t. i., p. 399). H Cuncta pcr 111undum novit Ecc1esia, quonian1 
quormnlibet sentcntiis ligata pontificum scdes B. Petri Apostoli 
jus habet resoh-endi, utpote quæ de omni Ecc1esia fas habeat 
judicandi, neque cuiquaul de ejus liceat judicare judicio; siquidem 
ad illam de qualibet lnundi parte canones appellare yoluerint, ab 
ilIa autcm nemo sit appellare permissus:' He has the same 
remarks in the Fþist. x. ad Fallstlllll, n. 5 (Thiel, 1. c., p. 343, seq.). 
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- 
a,vare of the right enjoyed by the Sec of the Apostle 
St. Peter to pronounce judgment all over the Church, 
,vhile no one is allowed to sit in judgment against its 
decisions, or to appeal fronl its scntcnce. And he 
refers to the Canons ,vhich sanction that practicc, But 
besides the extracts quoted above, \ve find the very 
,,'ords used by Pope Nicholas in a Letter of Hadrian I.. 
addressed in 790 to Charlemagne, that is to say, at 
lcast more than half a cent!lry before the forgery of the 
Pseudo-Decretals. 2 :>1 .And this maxinl ""as so deeply 
imprcssed on the tnind of the Universal Church) that 
,vhcn the Arian King 1'heodoric assembled a numerous 
Synod to judge the grievous charges brought against 
Pope Synlnlachus, the Bishops solemnly dcclared that 
such ,vas the authority copferred on the Successor of 
S1. Peter that he ,,,as not liable to thcir judgmen1.25
 
I...ikc\\"ise, ,vhen Charlemagne called upon the Prelates 
of }'rance to sit as judges upon Pope Leo III., against 
\vhom certain calunlnious accusations had been brought) 
they protested that they could not do so) frankly 
declaring that they dared not judge the ..\postolic See, 
,vhich is the I-Icad of all the Churches; because they 
.all ,vere judged by that See and its \Ticar, but he is 


251 n Quanta auctoritas B. Pdro .\postolonl1ll Principi ejusquc 
sacratissimæ 
edi conccssa est, cuiquam non ambigimus ignorari : 
utpotc quæ de on1nibus ecclesiis fas habeat judicandi, neque cui- 
yuan1 liceat de ejus judicare judicio, qllorU1nlibet sentcntiis ligata 
Pontificum Sedcs B. Petri Apostoli jus habebit 
oh'endi, per quos 
ad unan1 Petri 5cdc111 unh-crsalis Ecclesiæ cura. confluit, ct nihil 
unquam a suo capite dissidet" (r..pist. ad (tTn J II/IIZ RC/;t..-1l1, in 
('odice Cllrùlillo, n. h.xx,-. Edit. 
ligne, n. xc,"iii., 1'1>. LL.. 
t. :\ cviii" p. -l28). 
2.)
 .. Scientes quia cjus (Pontificis) scdi primm11 Petri ApostoJi 
nleritunl vel principatus: deinde secreta jussioncm Domini conciIi- 
orum vcnerandonm1 auctoritas ci singularclll in Ecclesiis tradidit 
potestatem, nee antcdictæ scdis antistiten1 lninonnn subjacuissl' 
judicio,') etc. (Synodus Rom. iii. Labbe, t. Y., p. -t-;j. scq.). 
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not judged by anyone, as had al\\'ays been the 
practice of antiquity. Hence they ,vere ready to obey 
canonically the Pope in everything he should think 
proper to impose on then1. 2 ;;3 }"'rom these and n1any 
other documcnts, ,,'hich "we could adduce \vere it 
necessary, ""c must concludc that thc Pope ,,-as ah\-ays 
regarded as infallible in all his Apostolic utterances. 
l-i'or ,,-e ha\"c seen that he ,,-as ah\'ays considered as 
the supreme judgc of fai1;h; that his scntence ,vas 
ah\'ays regarded as decisi\'e ,,,ithout appeal or control, 
and at the san1C tilTIC obligatory on e\"cry n1an ,vho 
,,-ished himself to avoid condelnnation by the sentence. 

r\nd in conforn1ity \\-ith this, Xicholas 1. expressly 
condemned all ,,,ho should resist the decisions of the 
.\postolic See. 2 .')t No\," if'the Pope is the judge of 
faith ,,'ithout any control and appeal, if his judgments 
are to bc regarded as strictly binding on the ,,'hole 
Church, he lTIUst undoubtedly bc infallible, Other\\"ise, 
the Universal Church, ,yhich rests on faith, ,,-ould lean 
on crror, on account of the unresen"ed submission of al1 
the l';aithful, Rishops and people alike, to the erroneous 
dcfinitions of thc Ronlan Pontiff. In this case the 
constitution of the Church ,,'ould be accountable for 
the evil ,,,hich ,vould follo\\" fronl it. Certainly it is in 
thc essencc of the constitution of the Church that thc 
.L \postolic Sec should be the supreme tribunal of faith, 
\ V e havc seen that all those ,,,ho bear ,,,itness in 
antiquity to this prerogati\"c of the Holy See, refer it 



;':1 .. U ni\-crsi Archiepiscopi Cl Episcopi ct abbatcs unaninlitcr 
alldicntcs dixcrunt: K os SedC111 Apostolican1, ql1æ cst caput 
on1Biu111 Ecclcsianl1n, judicare non aUdC111US; nan1 ab ipsa nos 
OBll1eS et yicario suo jl1dicanlur, ipsa auten1 a nenlinc judicatur, 
quclnadn10deBl ct antiquitus n10S fuit: sed sicl1t ipse smnmus 
Pontifex ccnsucrit, canonicc obedinuls" (In rita LCO/lls III., 
.\nastasii Biblioth. l\1ignc, PI>. LL., t. c
x,-iii" p. I
I8). 
2:;-1 Cone. ROln. iii., cap, \". (Labbe, t. x" p. 
38). 
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to the suprcn1acy \vhich Christ had conferred, for the 
constitution of the Church in1plies the divine supremacy 
upon \vhich it \vas built. 
o\\r if, according to the con- 
stitution of the Church, the Apostolic See h s final 
jurisdiction to judge all causcs of faith, lrithout appeal, 
so thdt its decisions are binding on the whole Church, 
all error forced on all the Church nlust undoubtedly 
be attributed to the defect and in1pcrfcction of its 
constitution. ...\nd \\'e have the \\"ord of God for the 
perfection of this constitution, \vhich \\'ord guarantees 
the Church fronl error; \ve nl11st then conclude that, 
in virtue of the saine constitution of the Church, thc 
Apostolic See has the divine privilege of infallibility in 
all the definitive uttcrances of its univcrsal 1I1agistl'rÙtJll. 
:i\Igr. l\Iarct speaks of the maxim of all Catholic 
antiquity, that the .Apostolic See cannot be judged by 
any, and nlentions the passages quoted abo\ye from 
l>opes Bonif:lce and Gelasius. But it is extraordinary 
to find hinl,lnaintaining that the assertion of antiquity 
and of the Pontiffs 111ust be understood \\"ith linli- 
tation, 'rhat is to say, the \,'ords of Popes Boniface 
and Gelasius do not n1ean that the Pope cannot be 
judged by an ECtln1cnicai Council; otherwise, U les 
troisièlne. quatrièn1e, cinquièIne, sixiènlc, septiènle et 
huitièn1e Concilcs ]
cunléniqucs ont fait des cntreprises 
illicites en sounllncttant à un exalnen juridique plusieurs 
décrets et décisions des Pontifes Romains." 2.')'> I t is 
extraordinary, ] say;, because the Prelate rests all his 
· rClnarks on t\\"o falsc suppositions; first, the belicf 
that Popes Boniface and GcIasius had held principles 
identical on this point \\'ith those of the old Gallican 
School, and recognised in a General Council such 
an authority as to give force of la\\r to its Decrecs, 
c\'cn ,,'hen ,,"ithout or against Papal authority; 
sccondly, that General Councils had in S0I11C cascs 

;;.; DIl c...Òl1"l"le G/ll/rlll, 1. i\y., ch, Ài., t. ii., p, 200. 
I 
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exercised a true juridical po\ver oyer a living Pontiff. 
As ,ve have repeatedly urged, no po\\'er of legis- 
lating "'as ever recognised by all antiquity in any 
ecclesias lcal body, ,vithout the confirming and sanc- 
tioning authority of the Roman Pontiff. Ho\\. can, 
then, l\1gr. l\laret belicyc that a po\\'er could exist in 
the Church \vhose Decrees, in opposition to a living 
and certain Pontiff: ,,'ould have force of la\v; that 
therefore Popes Boniface and Gclasius in1plied such an 
exception ,vhen they asserted that no one can judgc 
the sentencc of the Apostolic See? As to the other 
supposition concerning historical facts, ".e shall soon 
proceed to sho\v its falsity by the docun1ents of 
history. 



SECTION VI. 


THE RO
I.AN PO
TIFF REGARDED AS SUPREME JUDGE 
OF HERESY, DURI
G THE FIRST THREE CENTURIES. 
ST. CYPRL\K A
V POPE ST. STEPIIE
. 
POPE 1\1 i\RTI
 1. solenlnly proclaimed in the Lateran 
Council that it belongs to Peter and his See to shut 
the Iz'ingdon1 of Heayen against faithless heretics, and 
to pass judgnlcnt on all doctrines contrary to the 
Catholic faith and to the pure tradition of the 
I;athers.
;-.6 In that very age the great Confessor of 
faith, St. 1\Iaxirl1us, announced the sam
 n1axim in the 
East, asserting that it is the Roman See \vhich shuts 
the tongue of every heretic ,,-ho proudly speaks against 
justice. 25 . It \vas then \vith good reason that various 
Popes, and especially Leo IX" reminded l\Iichael 
Cerularius that to overthro\v heresies had ah\-ays been 
the \vork of the .l\postolic See; and that this See had 

llready destroyed as many as ninety heresies \vhich had 
arisen in the East, defiling the purity of the Catholic 
Church. 238 Pope Leo spoke the truth, and his language 
is the language of all antiquity, evidenced by historical 
documents. Careful and conscientious study of ecclesi- 
astical history cannot lead to any other conclusion. It 
is said by 1\lr. l)almer, and Dr. Pusey repeats the 
remark, that even before the Council of Kicæa, more 


2.>6 In Cone. Lat., Seer. ii. (Labbe, t. "ii., p. 162). 
2,j1 In Opuseulis ad !\larinum, Ex Eþist. R01Jzæ scriþta (Op., 
1. ii., p. 140. Edit. :\Iigne). 
2.38 Eþist. i. Leollis !)(. ad JfichaelC1}l CerularÙt1Jl, nn. vii" viii. 
(Labbe, t. xi., p, 1323). 
I 2 



I 16 


The Illfallibility of the POþe. 


than ninety hercsies \vere suppressed by the argull1ents 
and authority of Bishops and provincial Synods. 259 But 
these ,vriters are mistaken in supposing that if thc 
voice of the suprell1e tribunal of Rome had been silent, 
the argUITlents and the authorities of the individual 
Bishops, or of their provincial Synods, \vould have 
availed .to suppress throughout the ,vorld thc heresies 
,vhich arose and "Tcre extensively propagated in the 
first three centuries of the Church. .The historical 
records bearing upon the point have lately received an 
important addition in thc jJ/lilosoþhuJllclla published 
under the namc of Origen. In this section we \vill 
examine as closely as existing docun1cnts rcnder it 
possible to do, ho\v the autherity of the Ron1an Pontiffs 
l11anifested its po\vcr in conderuning and suppressing 
heresies \vherever they arose in the first three centuries 
of the Church. It is true that history has preserved 
to us fc,v and scanty records of that period; never- 
theless, thc fc\v facts transmitted to us ,vill suffice to 
sho\v \vhat \\Tas in that time the suprcme tribunal 
authorised to reject and conden1n the erroneous and 
heretical doctrines put forth by eneillies of the Church. 
The n10st forn1Ídablc foe that arose to mect the 
Church in the field of controversy in the first three 
centuries of her existence \vas the sect of Gnostics. 
'The doctrines of this sect con1prised and blended 
togethcr various elenlents derived fron1 Platonisnl, as 
cultivatcd by thc ] C\Vs of Alexandria, fronl the old 
religions of Egypt and Asia, and fron1 the Christian 
Scriptures and the tradition of the Church. It aimed 
at nothing less than the overthro,v of Christianity; and 
its adherents, all bent upon this design, \vere spread 
over Egypt, Syria, and Asia Minor, But they also 
l11ade special efforts to follow the example of their 
master, Simon l\1agus of Saillaria, and endeavoured 
259 Eircllic011, p. 89. 
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to establish themselves in the city" \vhere the founda- 
tions of the Christian Church are laid," From the 
,'ery beginning "'c find the Gnostics anxious either to 
gain the favour of the Bishop of l{ome hin1self, or at 
least to scatter their errors among his immediate flock. 
The Gnostic faction crept into }{ome in the persons 
of Valentine, the principal chief and most influential 
representative of the Gnostic School of Alexandria, and 
of Cerdon and Marciol1, \"ho may be considered as the 
leaders of the Gnostic School of Asia l\Iinor, and ",hose 
systell1s, though seemingly less directly opposed to 
Christianity than that of Valentine, \vere really no less 
dangerous to revealed truth. But as Simon, the first of 
the Gnostics, \vas defeated at Rome by St. Peter, so 
did the Successors of the Prince of the Apostles triumph 
over the representatives of the Sanlaritan lnagician. 
liollo\ving the plan ,d1içh had been so commonly 
adopted by heretics in every age, Valentine feigned to 
hold Catholic principlcs, that by this pretence he lnight 
be enabled to insinuate his poisonous doctrines into the 
hearts of the simple.
60 But the }{o111an Church could 
not be deccived by his heretical artifices. I-Ie "'as there 
. unmasked, and twice anathematised and condemned by 
the i\postolic See: first under Pope Hyginus, and again 
under Pius I. 
Ul .I. \t length, despairing of success in 
his endeavour to defile the immaculate Church of 
R.ome, he repaired to the island of Cyprus, and ran 
headlong into the abyss of every iniquity and imlno- 
rality,262 and although his sect ,vas ,,'idely spread in 
the East, in Egypt and .c\sia :\Iinor, no sooner ,vas 


260 S. Ircnælls. Prél
f. in 1. i. CO/ltra .//æn'st's, p.
, Edit. 
laur. 
261 Tcrtullianus. Dc PræscriþtÙl1liblu, cap. xx:\.. (Op., t. ii" 
p. 4 2 . Edit. 1Iigne); Euscbius, in LñrÙlIicolI al1. 144 (Op.. t. i., 
p. 560. Edit. 
I igne). 
202 S. Epiphanius, l[aTt'J'. xxxi" n. 7 (Op" t. i" p, 171. Edit. 
Petavii). 
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it struck ,vith the Pontifical anathema than it ,vithered 
a,vay; not enduring the full exposure of its errors made 
by St. Irenæus, Tertullian, and the author of the Philo- 
j'l}phzt1Jlclla. T o\vards the middle of the fourth century, 
St. Gregory Nazianzen spoke of the Valentinian system 
as of an old fable. 263 This case, if it stood alone, might 
not be of itself sufficient to prove our point; but ".hen 
taken in conjunction ,vith the other instances \vhich \ve 
shall adduce, it ,vill be found to have great \veight. 
Cerdon like\vise, the Gnostic leader from Asia 
::\Iinor, caIne to Ron1c, and endeavoured to spread his 
errors in the Apostolic Church. But his deceits ,vere 
brought to light, and he \\Tas cast out of the Church 
by Pope Hyginus. 264 \Vhen he applied for readmission, 
after having recanted his errors, adnlission ,vas merci- 
fully granted to him; but his hypocrisy soon appeared 
ane\v, and he separated hil11sclf fron1 the Church of 
God, relnaining under the anathema ful1ninated against 
hin1 by the Apostolical See. 2G5 l\1arcion, his disciple, 
being unable to dcceive the Church of Rome, \vhich 
declined to reccive him into its boson1, joined Cerdon, 
and nloulding to a ne\v fashion the Gnostic theories 
of the other, used every cndcavour to spread then1 
"Tidely at }{ome, and elsc\vhere. But, like his prede- 
cessors, he ""as crushed by the Doctors of the Church, 
".ho had dra\vn thcir learning frotn the original tradition 
of Rome, and \"ho regarded him as a luan cut off from 
that Church, communion \vith \vhich they regarded as 
the essential character of orthcdoxy.26G 


')63 0 . (0 " 6 Ed ' P . ,. 8) 
- rat. XXX-I., n. 7 p., t. 1., p. 5 0, It. anslls, 177 . 
26-1 S. Irenæus, 1. iii., cap. i\"., n. 3, p. 178. 
26;, S. Irenæus, 1. c., p. 179. 
266 S. Irenæus, 1. iii., cap. iv., ll. 3, pp. 178, 179; S. Epiphanius, 
J-/æresis xlii., p. 302, seq. (Op., t. i. Edit. Petavii). St. Irenæus, 
TertlllIian, St. Epiphanius, and others of the ancient Fathers, 
refuted at length the errors of 11m"cion and his followers. 
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But the Inanifold sects of the Gnostics had no 
proper clain1 to the Christian nan1C, being bent on 
upsctting c\rery principle of revelation, and dealing- 
out the philosophical ùrcan1s by \vhich they tried to 
reprcsent the speculativc part of Christian doctrine. 
::\Iontanis111, on the other hand, \vas opposite to Gnos- 
ticism, not only inasn1uch as it concerned the practical 
life of Christianity, but also because it laid claim to 
the gift of prophecy, and proclairllcd ne\v revelations: 
calculated, as \yas said, to devclop and perfect the rules 
of Christian life. Nevertheless, this heresy ,vas no less 
fatal than Gnosticisn1 to Catholic doctrine, and it 
receivcd an inln1cnse accession of strength ".hen it 
gained over Tertullian, \\'ho HUlst be considered both 
for genius and learning one of the 1110st distinguished 
men" ho flourished in the second and third centuries. 
But the dcath-blo\v \\'hich proved fatal to ,that sect and 
heresy ".as inflicted by the .L\postolic See in the person 
of Pope Zephyrinus. Tertullian speaks of this edict 
as Pl'rCllljtOY}', and styles the Pope \vho enacted it as 
the Sovereign Pontiff, and the Bishop of the Bishops.2ü7 
I t is true that T ertullian ".hen he \\Tote these ".ords 'vas 
a l\Iontanist, but he luerely expressed the persuasion 
of the "'hole Catholic Church. In fact, \vhcn the 
Churches of ....\sia ::\Iinor, in their distress at the errors 
of l\Iontanisn1, applied to the Church of Lyons for 
advice, for the purpose of counteracting the evil of the 
spreading heresy, the holy l\Iartyrs of Lyons ans\vered 
by pointing out to then1 the authority of the Pope a:-; 
the most cffectual ll1eans to put an cnd to the disease. 
l\Ioreover, on their O\Vll bchalf, they addressed a letter 
to Pope Eleutherius, and intrusted St. Irenæus ,vith a 
mission to him for the same purpose of checking the 
2Ci1 De PudÙ:itia, cap. L (Op., t. ii., p. 981. Edit. l\lignc). 
"Audio edictunl esse propositum et quidem pcremptorium. Pontifcx 
scilicet ma\.imus, Episcopus Episcoporurn dixit," etc. 
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invading error, and giving peace to the Churches of the 
East. Eleutherius, like his predecessor Soter, opposed 
and rejected the error, but he abstained from pro- 
nouncing a final and solenl11 condemnation, because he 
entertained some hope of bringing the sectarians into 
the path of truth: trusting to the solid refutations of 
the doctrines set forth by l\Iiltiades, Rhodanus, and 
Apollonius,26S Pope Victor ,,,as deceived by the arti- 
fices of the 1\10ntanists, and believing in their sincerity 
and honcsty, hc ,,,as on the point of sending to them 
Letters of comlTIunion,2G9 But finally, Zephyrinus. 
persuaded that the long-suffering and n1erciful conduct 
of the Apostolic See had only contributed to encou- 
rage the pride and audacity of the sect, acted as a 
SUprel11C judge by pronouncing a final sentence of 
condenlnation. It is true that several Synods \"ere held 
about the sanle time in Asia, \\.hich cOll1prised some 
of the most ancient Churches of the Christian \\TorId, 
and the Bishops had already condemned the heresy, 
and anathenlatised lVlontanus and his follo\\"crs,2ïo But 
these Churches did not vcnture to pronounce their 
judgment before having applied for, advice to the \Vest, 
nor did they speak until they \\'cre infonncd of the 
judgnlel1ts of Soter and of Eleutherius. So that the 
Apostolic See ""as even to thenl the infallible guide 
against error and hcresy.2ï1 


i68 l}rcl'dl.-'slillalll
'ì. cap, 1x:-..xvi. ()'Iignc. PJ). LL.. t. liii., p. 616) ; 
Tertullianus, III PnU-Calll, cap. i. (Op.. 1. ii.. p. 155, seq. Edit. 
\Iigne), See Tillclnont, ./.1[/}1I. þlJ/lr I'Hisl. Eü:l., t. ii" p. iii.; 
_\"'01. iii. .fur Üs J/ol1Iallisks. p. 124. Bruxelles, 1695. 
2t19 Tertullianus.1. c. See Til1cmont, Op. cit.. n. iv., 1. c,. p. 12;
 
seq., and Pagi. Crit. in Barollill/ll, an. 171, n. 3, t. i., p. 166. 
Antuerpiæ. 

ïO See COllC. Hicraþ{7lillllllIlJl. in Labbe, t. i.. p. 594: Euscbius,. 
1. v.. cap. xvi.. p. 18 I. 
2ï1 See Tillemont, 1. c., 
 1 rl. ii" iii.. sur ks iJfolllaJlij'ks, p. 36, 
scq. \Ye do not see any reason for placing the Synod in question 
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T o\\"ards the end of the sec
nd century, and in the 
course of the third, the Catholic Church \\raS attacked 
in its very foundations by the manifold sects \vhich 
opposed or corrupted the doctrine of the Trinity. These 
heresies \vere possessed ,,,ith a spirit destructive of 
Christianity; they taught in an absolute sense the 
JIlOllarc!ty in the I-Ioly Trinity, and represented the Three 
Persons as different denonlinations of God; they there- 
fore denied the di\"inity of Christ, and considered Him 
as no more than a virtuous and learned man. The first 
leader of this heretical party, \"hose name has come 
do\\rn to us, is Theodotus of Byzantium. He, like so 
Inany heretics after him, "rent to Rome, in order, if 
possible, to implant his error on the See or the first 
...\postle; but that very See pronounced anathema 
against hinl and his follo\vers. Pope Victor conden1ned 
his errors, and issued a sentence of excon1111unicatiol1 
against their author,
j'
 In this manner the Ronlan 
Pontiff proclaimed the divinity of Christ, and raised 
up the standard of the Catholic doctrine against all 
future enemies. In \'ain Artenlon endea\"oured to 
appeal to the tradition of the Apostolic See in order 
to deceive the Faithful and upset the fundamental 
dogma of Christianity;2ï3 in vain Paul of Samosata 
endeavoured to gi\"c a ne\\" shape and appearance to the 


before 150, as Dr. Hefele thinks (His!. tlt"S COllcHes, t. i.. I. i.. chI i., 
sec. i., p. 79, seq. Paris, 1869). \Ye prefer the chronology of 
Tillemont, which sccms to us more in accordance with the facts. 
. \t all events, e"cn if the Synod should be referrcd to sonle year 
before ISO, the purport of our argument would be the san1C. 
Because in that case, e\-en after the decision of the Synod, the 
Bishops of Asia apply to tne \Vestern Church to seek help in their 
troubles. From the \\" estern Church caIne the peremptory blo\\ 
which was to prostrate 
Iontanisln. Tertullian himself qualified 
as peremptory the condemnation pronounced by Pope Eleutherills. 
2j
 Elisebius. His!. Eccl.. 1. \"., cap. xxviii.. p. 196. 
2i3 Eusebius, 1. c. 
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condemned heresy of Theodotus. The decision and 
the 1JlagisterizuJl of Pope Victor stood out in opposition 
to thcln; and the Synod of Antioch could safely 
anathen1atise Theodotus, and depose hin1 from the 
episcopal chair \\'hich he had disgraced ,vith his errors 
(A.D. 269).274 The judgment of the Assen1bly of Antioch 
\\"as an echo of that \\'hich Pope Victor had issued at 
Rome against Theodotus. 
But ,vhile Paul of Samosata \vas troubling ,vith his 
heresy the Patriarchate of Antioch, Sabellius tried to 
introduce his heretical maxinls into that of Alexandria. 
This ne,v heresiarch developed the error of BerylIus, 
and reduced the Persons of the Godhead to n1erely 
different operations of one Being, Dionysius, Patriarch 
of Alexandria, "'rote three letters in refutation of the 
heresy, and sent legates to the province of Pentapolis, 
,vhere Sabellius had gained a large number of prose- 
lytes. In doing this, Dionysius discharged his duty as a 
13ishop. But he kne,v ,veIl ,-"hat \yas the tribunal to 
\\-hich r.auses of faith properly belonged, and by \vhich 
all heresies \vere peremptorily condemned, Therefore 
he addressed letters to Pope Xystus II., informing him 
of the nature of the ne\v heresy, and submitting to the 
Papal judgment the refutation which he had published 
against it. 275 But Xystus died before the condemnation 
of SabcIlianism \vas pronounced by the Apostolic See. 
Dionysius, his successor, authoritatively rejected the 
heresy, and put forth as a standard of faith a clear 
explanation of the Catholic dogma concerning the 
Three Divine Persons and the Incarnation of the Word 
of God. We .o\\"e to St. Athanasius the preservation of 
an admirable fragment of that Letter. 2ïG But let us 



ï4 See the A eta COlle. All!ioehellz", in Labbe, t. i., p. 907, seq.; 
Eusebius, Hz's!. Eeel., 1. vii., cappo xxvii.-xxx., p. 277, seq. 
2j,) Eusebius, His!. Eeel., 1. vii., cap. vi., p. 252. 
2ï6 See it in Coustant, Eþls!. ii. DiollYSù" Paþæ Fragllzetz!., p. 274. 
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remark an incident in the controversy,vhich is ilnportant 
to our argulnent. Dionysius, the Patriarch of Alex- 
dndria, having ,vritten three letters, as ,\re noticed, 
against Sabèllius, ,vas accused before the Pope of the 
same name, as having hilnself insinuated erroneous 
opinions regarding the divinity of the Eternal \Vord. 2ij 
The Pontift
 after having assembled a Synod at Rome, 
and carefully exan1incd the accusations brought against 
the ,vritings of Dionysius, called upon the Patriarch to 
explain and justify his doctrines.:!:-s \Ve must not forget 
that the See of Alexandria, as a Patriarchal see, ,vas 
second only to that of R0I11e; and yet Dionysius 
humbly submitted to the requirement of the Pope, 
\\'ithout raising the least objection, or n1aking any 
complaint ,vhatever, either against the Pontiff's juris- 
diction or against the manner in '\Thich it ""as exercised. 
lIe kne\v ,veIl that the Pope \vas the judge '\Tithout 
appeal in the causes of faith, and that to him had 
been committed the charge to preserve the integrity of 
the Catholic doctrine against error and heresy; there- 
fore, in conlpliance ,\-ith the den1and, he fon\rarded to 
H.ome a full explanation of his doctrines.
;9 By this 
conduct he practically ackno\\Tledged the principle for 
\\-hich ,ve are contending. 
In the course of the same third century another 
controversy arose, ,vhich, although in itself bearing on 
Catholic dogn1as, did not cause any real breach in the 
unity of the Church, this n1isfortune being averted by 
the prudence and foresight of the principal Bishops. 
\Ve mean the great controversy on the validity of the 
baptism conferred by heretics. Several Bishops of 


277 Eþi'sl. "-

. A thallasii de ,,-(,,'ellleIlIÙz Diollysii, 11, 13 (Op" t. iT, 
p. 198. Edit. Patavii). 
278 Ibid.,!. c., ct n. 14, p. C, 
279 S, Athanasius, L c.. n. 13, p. 198; Euscbius, His!. Eccl., 
1. \Tii., cap. xxvi., p. '277. 
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Africa, and among them St. Cyprian, Bishop of 
Carthage; and some of Asia Minor, \vith Firmilian, 
Bishop of Cesarea, in Cappadocia, Inaintained that the 
baptism conferred by heretics ,vas void of efficacy to 
regenerate the soul; that consequently those ,vho had 
been baptised by heretics must be baptised again ,,,hen 
received i
to the Catholic Church. Three African 
Synods under St. Cyprian unanin10usly approved this 
doctrine, and resisted the orders of Pope Stephen, ,,-ho 
had prohibited the practice of rebaptising those ,,'ho 
had been baptised by heretics. Some able ,vriters of 
the last century endeavoured to prove that all the 
documents relating to the controversy bct,veen St. 
Stephen and St. Cyprian \vere a forgery of the Dona- 
tists,2S0 and more recently, .i\.rchbishop Tizzani in an 
elaborate \vork adopted the same vie,,-, and collected 
arguments and documents of all kinds to prove the 
spuriousness of the testimonies concerning that contro- 
versy.3
1 l\Iany, no doubt, \\'ill feel great difficulty in 
accepting the conclusions of his learned ,vork; and \vill 
refuse to reject as forgeries all the '\Titings in question. 
But this is not the place to analyse Tizzani's ,york, and 
to ,veigh his arguments. The Abbé Bouix, in his recent 
treatise, Dc jJajd, adopts the Archbishop's vie\v, and 
represents it as at least most probable. But perhaps 
yery fe,v anlong modern critics ,vill be persuaded by the 
argulnents of l\Igr. rrizzani and the Abbé. Although ,ve 
could easily allo,v that some of the documents have 
been n10re or less adulterat
d by the Donatists, yet \\'e 
do not think that all the controversy is a fablc. At all 


250 In 1733 11issorius published in \Yenice his Disþutationes 
l:riticæ ill duas Cl'kbrc.'J' Eþistolas FinniliaJli ct Cyþrialli. In 
1730 l\lolkembuhr, a Franciscan, wrote two dissertations on t
e 
spuriousness of the Epistle of Finnilian to St. Cyprian. See them 
in !vIigne, }>P. LL., t. iii., p. 1357, seq. 
2M La celebrc COlltcsa fra S. .Sïcfallo C S. Ciþ,.iallo. Roma, 1862. 
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events it is undesirable to rest the defence of Papal 
I nfallibility on so disputable a ground; \ve prefer to 
l11eet the objection directly, accepting all the docunlents 
\\'hich are brought fonvanl by our adversaries. We 
limit our renlarks in this volunlc to the question of 
Papal Infallibility, ,vith \vhich the objection is princi- 
pally concerned. This controversy nlay be considered 
under a hvo-fold aspect. First, it nlay be asked \vhether 
the contest beÌ\\'een St. Cyprian and Pope Stephen 
directly affects the doctrine of Papal Infallibility; and 
secondly, ,vhether it affords any proof that in the age 
of St. Cyprian this doctrine \vas not kno\vn in the 
Church. As to the first question, \VC assert that the 
fact of the controversy itself is a vindication of the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility. 
In the \,"hole controv
rsy \ve n1ay distinguish t\vo 
parties. On the one side ,vc see one of thc nlost 
cnlinent Prelates of his age, and a large number of 
J
ishops of ....\frica and .L
\sia l\Iinor, supported by the 
authority of many influential Synods, tnaintaining the 
necessity of a second Baptisnl ,,'hen the first had been 
received at the hands of heretics or schistnatics, and the 
advocates of this opinion produced in its support so 
large an anlount of Biblical and theological reasoning 
that it is difficult to ans\ver the difficulties \vhich they 
raised. On the other hand "'C have the H..onlan Pontift
 
sectningly alqne; but confidcnt that the consent of the 
l Tniversal Church ,,'as ,vith hinl, and armed \"ith the 
traditional 1llagistcrÍl171l of the _\postolic See, he stands 
fonvard and unhesitatingly proclaims the doctrine of the 
unity of Baptism, threatening to use the censures of the 
Church against all \"ho should oppùse thc truth \vhich 
he inculcated.
t Now, \"hat \vas the result of the 
contest? .. \lthough Pope Stephen did not pronounce 
262 See S. Dionysii Alexandrini. l:pist. ad .\)'sil/llz (Penes 
Euseb., 1. vii" cap. v., p. 252). 
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any solemn definition of faith, yet his Decree \vas 
regarded as the guiding principle for all the Church. 
rrherefore those \vho had fo!lo\ved the false opinion as 
to the effect of heretical baptism, rejected their error 
and submitted to the traditional doctrine as pointed out 
by Pope Stephen ;283 and if \ve Inay give crcdence to 
St. J eron1e, the African Prelates, by a ne\v Decree, 
repealed what had been enacted in the preceding 
Synod, 
84 St. Cyprian hin1sclf, according to St. 
... \ugustine, must have rejected his "Tong opinion, 
although no record of his submission has been handed 
c1o\yn to us. 2S .> On the contrary, as is remarked by 
\
incent of Lerins, the Decree of the African Council 
had no root and no \.ital force \\7hatever; all that it 
endeavoured to establish failed and vanished a\'"ay as 
a dreanl, as a fable, as a superfluity.286 And those, 
continues the same \vriter, \vho persisted in follo\ving 
and asserting it, \\'ere judged as heretics and condemned; 
but those ,vho professed the doctrine of Pope Stephen 
\\"cre held to be true Catholics. 287 T\vo great Councils, 
those of Arles (314) and of Nicæa (325), did not take for 
the rule of their judgments the Synods held in Africa 
and Asia l\linor, nor the vehement letters of St. 
Cyprian, nor the insulting declamation of Firmilian, 
Bishop of Cesarea: but they \\.ere guided by the Edict 


283 s. Hieronynlus, Dialog. C01ltra Lllcifcriallos, n. 23 (Op., 
t. iii., p. 178. l\ligne). 
28-1 Ibid., 1. c. 
28:; S. Augustinus, Eþist. xciii. ad ViIlCClltÙf11l Rog., cap. x., n. 38 
(Op., t. i., p. 340. l\ligne). 
286 Vincentius Lirinensis, C01l1JllonitorÙtl1l i., cap. vi., p. 646 
(:\Iigne, P P. LL., t. 1.). " I psius Africani concilii sive decreti quæ 
vires? Donante Deo nullæ," etc. 
2Sï Ibid. "Auctores ejusdem opinionis Catholici, consectatores 
vero hæretici judicantur; absolvuntur magistri, condemnantur 
discipuli." 
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published by Pope Stephen. 2ss Truth \vas \\'ith the 
Pontiff, \,'ho judged in \'irtue of his supren1e authority 
in the Church, but truth \\Tas not \vith the many Synods 
\vhich unanimously condemned heretical baptism; nor 
was it \\'ith those Bishops \vho did not submit their 
judgment to the traditional 1/lagistcrÏl/11l of the !{oman 
Church. The conflict furnishes us a He\\' argument 
that the Ron1an Pontiff is, and has ahvays been 
regarded as, the supreme infallible .judge of Catholic 
dogma, and of the orthodoxy of every theological 
proposi tion. 
S
) 
Let us no\'" proceed to consider the question under 
the other aspect. Does the conduct of S1. Cyprian and 
the other Bishops concerned, imply the persuasion that 
the R.on1an Pontiff had not the singular prerogative of 
infallibility? \Ve ans,ver in the negative. 
vo T,,"o points 
n1ust be established by those \vho Inaintain the affir- 
Inative. l
irst, that St. Cyprian regarded the \vhole 
controversy as a controversy of faith; and secondly, 
that he considered the Decree of Pope Stephen as a 
definitive utterance of his supreme doctrinal1JlagistcrÙul/' 
in the Universal Church, The reason is that no Edict 




s Cone. .\re1., cap. viii. (Labbe, t. i., p, Q,5 I); Conc. Nicænum, 
Can. xix. (Labbe, t. ii" p. 42). 
:!
9 The learned Thommassin has given us an erudite disser- 
t.ltion proving that the doctrine of Pope Stephen was perfectly in 
accord with the teaching of the Fathers (Diss. ii. ad SYJl, ill Causa, 
Haþl. J{{
rt'I., p. I I. seq. Lucæ, 1728). In another dissertation 
by an anonymous writer (In :\ligne, PP. LL" t. iii., p. 1314, seq.), 
the author produces documents to prove that the correct view of 
St. C) prian's case on heretical baptisI11 was taken by the principal 
Bishops and theologians of the French Church. 
230 Cardinal d'Aguirre admits that St. Cyprian and his col- 
h:agucs did not believe in Papal Infallibility. 
 evertheless, he 
1naintains that their pri\-ate persuasions do not constitute any 
difficulty against the Papal prerogative, \Ve think. on the contrary, 
that those Prelates were dealing with a very different matter, and 
that no question arose concerning Papal Infallibility. 
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of the Pope is an exercise of his infallible teaching 
unless, first, it concern teaching, and secondly, be inl- 
posed on the Church as a truth either belonging to the 
· l{cþositltJll of re
ealed truths or closely connected \vith 
it. If the first character be \vanting to a Papal Edict 
it is not an object of faith; if the second, it is not 
binding on the Faithful. 
O\v St. Cyprian regarded the 
controversy of the second Baptisnl as a controversy 
of discipline, and of privileges belonging to particular 
Churches. In fact, he ,vas ,yell a\yare that the custonl 
of rebaptising those ,vho caIne to the Church from 
heretical communions, had been introduced into the 
r\frican Church only in the tilne of Agrippinus, Bishop 
of Carthage,291 but he thought the ne\v custonl to 
be 1110rc reasonable and more confornlable ,vith the 
principles of faith.
!)
 N everthcless, he did not believe 
that those \vho follo\ved the contrary custom ought to 
be forced to give it up or to be condemned on that 
account,2G3 for he \vas persuaded that the controversy 
bchvecn hiin and Pope Stephen concerned only a 
Inatter of disciplinary arrangement.
f)-l This is the 
reason \yhy he did not think that those infants ,vere 


2Ql S. Cyprian, Eþist. h.xiii. ad ']ubajallltJl (Baluzii, p. 130). 
See also St. Augustine, IJc BaþlislIlo, 1. ii" cappo vii., yiii., nn. J I 
-13 (Op" t. ix" pp. 133-134; 1. iii., cap. Àii., n. 17, p. I..J.5). 
:w
 
pis!. lxxi. ad Qu ill Ilf Ill, 1. C" p. 127; 
pis!. lxxiii., cit.. 
p. 133; 
pis!. lxxii. ad S!eþhal1ltlll Paþam, p. 128. 
:m:l Eþis!. lxxvi. ad .11 aglllllll, p. 158; Eþist. lxxii.. p, 129; 
Eþis!. lxxiii., p. 137. 
2D-l .l:pis!. lxxii" p. 129. -, Hæc (the .Acts of tbe Synod of 
Carthage) ad conscientiam tuatu, frateI' carissime, et pro honore 
communi et pro simplici dilcctione pertulin1us. credentes etiam tibi 
pro rcligionis tuæ et pro fidei veritate placere quæ religiosa pariter 
et vera sunt. Cætermn scimus quosdanl quod selnel imbiberint, 
nolle deponerc nee propositttl11 SUUIn facile nlutare, sed salvo inter 
collegas pacis et concordiæ vinculo, quædalu propria quæ apud 
se sen1cl sint usurpata retinere, qua in re nec nos "inl CUiqUal11 
facin1l1S aut legen1 dalnus:' 
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lost \vho had departed this life \\"ith no baptisl1l but 
that confcrrt,;d by ht,;rt,;tics; for he considered that they 
\\ ere linked by a bond of unity \vith the Catholic 
Church, and this ,vould have been illlpossible had not 
their baptis111 been yalid.:!!)j This proves that St. Cyprian 
règarded the controversy on rcbaptism l11crely as disci- 
plinary. Unquestionably, the cliaracters of a controversy 
-of faitlt are quite different to those \vhich \vere attributed 
by the holy :\Iartyr to that in \yhich he ""as engaged. 
I n fact, a doctrine of faith has no other origin and 
bt,;ginning except frol11 Christ and J lis Apostles. l\Iore- 
c )ver, a doctrine of faith is enforced on everyone of 
the l
aithful, so that ,vhosoever refuses sublnission is 
excluded fronl thc pale of the Church. }"inally, infants 
not duly baptised could not bc \\'ithin the Catholic 
unity, since it is by Baptisnl that "T clre incorporated 
in Christ; nor can infants supply the ,\-ant of that 
Sacral11ent by a lively faith infonned \vith charity. 
\ V e are, then, unlnistakably forced to conclude that 
St. Cyprian regarded the ,,"huIt: controversy as disci- 
plinary. 
1"his is the Blore clear because the holy Doctor 
kne,v \veIl that his opinion ""as not backed by the 
whole Church, nor even by a majority of Catholic 
Bishops. St. Cyprian not only never lnakes appeal to 
.any ancient practice of the Church. but he plainly 
confesses that even in .i\.frica he ""as not supported by 
any ancient custonl in the l1latter; for, as ""e remarked 
just no\\, the old custonl had been changed as lately as 
the tinlc of .L \grippinus. l\f oreover, he never denies 
the r
ality of the contrary custonl of the Church ,vhich 
his adversaries object
d to hinl. The custom \\-hich \vas 
objectcd to by St. Cyprian and his party ""as, in fact, 



9:' St. Augustine often bore witness to this persuasion of 5t. 
Cyprian. See, for instance, Dè Raþtismo, I. ii., cap. xiii., n. 18 
Op., t. ix., p. 138. Edit. cit.). 
J 
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that of all the Churches, not excluding the old African 
Church itself. 2 !)G Especially, Pope Stephen did not mean 
any other kind of custom than ,,,hat \\-as established in 
the \vhole Church by an imn1cn10rial and illimited 
tradition. E,.cn Bossuet and Inany other Gallican 
theologians ,,'ere of this opinion,2û; Nay, they frankly 
asserted, not only that St. Cyprian regarded the ,,'holc 
controversy as disciplinarr,
fI::; but also that hc \vas. 
a\yarc of the practice proclain1cd by l)ope Stephen 
being the practice of the ,,-holc Church. 2û 1) On this 
subjcct \ye havc thc authority of St. Augustine himself, 
,\'ho n10st explicitly asserts ,,-hat \YC say. The hol} 
j)octor not only n1aintained, \'.-ith thc other }'athers of 
his age, that the practice of receiving heretics into the 
Church ,,'ithout a second Baptism ,,-as the traditional 
practice of the U ni,-ersal Church, but also that St. 
Cyprian and his colleagues, during the time of thcir 
contest \"ith "Pope Stephen. ,,-ere certainly acquainted 
\\'ith this practice. St. Augustine testifies this clearly 
til ll1any places of his \\'ork on Baptism against the 
Donatists. He says that St. Cyprian did not refuse to 
adn1it the fact of the universal practice of the Church, 
but he belic\"ed that it should be changed into a better 
one, because it "'as not supported by good reasons, and 
,rith all his learning he \\'as unable to find in antiquity 
any instance against that uni\"ersal practice, except the 
Synod of Bishop Agrippinus. 30o Again, St. Augustine 


:!9G See ,aJlOJ/)'J/llllJl.il llctort'lJl: lib. de Rcbaþtisl/laft>. n. I (l\ligne, 
" 1 ) LL '" 8 ) 
'. ., t. lII.. p. I I 4-. 
297 Defell. Dt'cl. Ckri Gallicalli, pt. ii.. 1. xi".. cap. ,ii., t. ii., p, 266, 
2!)S See Habert, in Trad, de Sacra mentis, quæst. iii., art. i., 

cc. iy., puncta ii.. p. 31. Paris, 1710. 
2D9 See on this subject Disscrtatio historico-dogmatica, pt. i., 
cap. i. (1\Iigne, }>P. LL., 1. iii., p. 131-1-, seq.). The author of the 
dissertation has put together a great nUlnber of extracts from 
<. :J.l1ican theologians bearing on this subject. 
300 See lJiss. cit.. pt. i" cap. ii., p. 1320. seq. 
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explicitly asscrts that not only St. Cyprian, but also the 
Bishops assembled in Synod at Carthage, knew per- 
fectly what \vas the universal practice of the Church. 301 
.L \nd he remarks that this inlportant fact is tcstificd by 
St. Cyprian as ,vcll as by his Synod in their own 
!etters. 302 No,,' frol11 all this \"e must conclude that, if 
St. Cyprian and thc African Bishops \vere pcrsuaded 
that the contrary. custonl of receiving the heretics 
\vithout a second Baptisnl \vas the practice of the 
Universal Church, including the' African province till 
the age of i\grippinus, they must havc regard cd the 
controversy as turning on a question of discipline. For 

1ad they belicved any doctrine of faith to be involved, 
their contcntion ,,"ould have amounted to a denial of 
infallibility to the Church itself; they \vould have 
been maintaining that the \vhole Church before Agrip- 
pinus had solcl11nly taught an error concerning the 
Sacrame.nt of Baptism: and that in their o\vn age the 
.I. \frican Church alone 'was in posscssion of the truth, 
.vhÜe the great majority of the Catholic Bishops, \vith 
the Roman Pontiff hiluself, ,vere still in the darkness of 
error. l\Iorcover, they \vould have been upholding the 
c:l.bsurdity that Catholic doctrinc Inay change and be 
in1provcd after t,,"O ccnturies of traditional lnistakes and 

rrors, and that the unh.crsal tradition is 110t for the 
Church the source and the solid foundation of the 
Catholic doctrinc. U nlcss ""c \vould admit such 
absurdities to ha\"c becn Inaintained by St. Cyprian 
and his colleagues, \VC nlust decidedly affirm that they 
did not belicve the controversy to be more than 
disciplinary: the African Church cndcavouring to 
preser\e a custonl and a discipli1.a
 \vhich it bclieved 
301 Dc BaþtisJIlo, 1. Ï\., cap. vi. (I. c., p. 159). 
302 De Baþ/ismo, 1. yii., cap. ii. (I. c., p. 226); cap. xxv. (p. 234). 
303 Eþist. xciii. ad RogatiallZf11t. cap. x., n. 38 (Op., t. ii., p. 340, 
Edit. 
lignc). 
J 2 
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In ore satisfactory and nlorc conformable even to faith, 
But if they considered themselves engaged in a 
disciplinary controversy, as is nlanifest, all difficulty 
against Papal Infallibility vanishes away, and the fact 
of their resistance to the Decree úf Pope Stephen does 
not tend to prove that they did not believe in Papal 
Infallibility. For even admitting it, they n1Ïght still 
resist a Decree \vhich abolished a privilege and a 
CUst0I11 of their province. 
And the Decree of Pope Stephen, as we have said, 
\vas certainly not a dogmatic definition. The Pontiff 
pointed out ,vhat ,vas the custom of the ,vhole Church, 
that those ,vho had been baptised by heretics or schis- 
Inatics should be received, \vith no ceremony beyond the 
imposition of hands in sign of penance. lIe asserted 
that this ,vas the custom handed do\vn from the 
Apostles; and therefore he commanded that no change 
should be made in this traditional rite. 30 4: Pope Stephen 
did not impose on 51. Cyprian and the others the 
duty of believing or condenlning any doctrine \vhatever 
concerning the validity of heretical and schisnlatical 
baptism, but only the observance of a point of tra- 
òitional discipline. The Decree doubtless implied the 
doctrine \vhich later \vas settled by an Ecunlenical 
Council; because that universal custOIll of the Church, 
\vhich o"
ed its origin to the _ \postles, could not be 
understood \vithout the dogma of the validity of the 
heretical baptism ,vhich it contained. Nevertheless, the 
doctrine \vas not yet binding on the :Faithful, as it 
\vas not yet proposed in a definitive n1anner by the 
Sovereign Pontiff. St. Cyprian and the other Eastern 
Bishops resisted, because they regarded it as turning 
merely on a point of discipline, and they looked on 



Ol Decretum Stephani Papæ, in Eþt'st. S. Cyþria1tz" l't Firl1zz"- 
liani. See it in Dcnzinger, E1zcltiridion, n. 14, p. I I. Fourth 
edition. 1865. 
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Pope Stephen's Decree as an attempt to abolish a 
provincial privilege and cust0111 of the African Church. 
\Vc do not excuse the fact of the unla\vful resist- 
ance of St. Cyprian and of the Eastern Bishops. 
and \ve \villingly adtnit the force of the excuse
 
made by St. Augustine, concerning the intentions of 
St. Cyprian; nevertheless. \ve do not hesitate to 
declare that the fact of his ob:.;tinate opposition to 
the Pontifical Decree deser\red to be punished \vith 
ecclesiastical censures. Ko blaine could hayc justly 
attached to St. Stephen had he proceeded at once 
to the excotnn1l1nication of St. Cyprian and of the 
Eastern Bishops, instead of adopting the 1110re chari- 
table course ,vhich he preferred; he ,\'ould hav(' 
been quite justified even in the eyes of the Gallicall 
SchooI.305 St. Cyprian and his adherents \,"ere certainly 

uilty before the Church. if not of heresy, at least of 
disobedience to an order issued by the .L\postolical See. 
and \vhich ,vas supported by the practice of all the 
Churches and by Apostolical tradition. But there is 
no difficulty in understanding ho\", St. Cyprian \vas 
1cd in the course of the controversy to separate the 
disciplinary practice fro 111 the dogmatical doctrine. 
although the t".o \\'erc in fact necessarily connected. 
The reason is this: he. in common \vith all the 
Rebapti:;antcs of his age. agreed that the character 
impressed by BaptistTI \vhcn once duly administered 
renders it inlPossiblc to repeat the ceremony; but 
they argued that baptisn1 administered by heretics and 
schismatics \vas necessarily in\ralid, for these being cut 
off from the Church, and from the ind\vclling of the 
I-IoIy Spirit, could not inlpart to others a gift of \vhich 


305 De1aha) e expressly says that if Pope Stephen had inflicted 
cxcon11nunication on 51. Cyprian and the other Bishops, the 
censure would have been luost ju
t and wen dcsen.cd. See Vt' 
Baþtismo. cap, iii.. art, ii. 
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they themselves ,vcre deprived; and thus, according to 
the remark of St. Augustine, they confounded the 
question of the existence of thc Sacrament ,vith that 
of its effec1. 306 .1-\t the same time, S1. Cyprian did not 
condemn the practice of the othcr Churches; because, 
first, the doctrine of the validity of the heretical and 
schismatical baptism had not yet been defined as a 
doctrine of faith; and, secondly, because he believed 
that ,vhen a heretic ,vas received into the body of thL 
one Church the defect of true Baptisn1 could in somt 
cases be supplied, so that the CerC1TIOny of reception 
obtained for the convert a participation in the Holy 
Ghost and His gifts, ,vhich he had not received in 
baptism at the hands of heretics. } Ie accounted in 
the salnè ,,-ay for the case of infants ,vho die in the 
Church "rith 11Q baptisnl but that adlninistered by 
heretics or schismatics. Pope Stephen too, as ,ve 
remarked above, ,,,hile ordering that the traditional 
Apostolic practice should be observ
d, left untouched 
the doctrinal controversy. \Ve here see the Ineaning- 
of S1. Augustine ,vhen he said that the Decrees of 
particular Synods concerning heretical baptis111 ,verc 
not firm until all doubts ,vere entirely dispelled, and 
\vhat before had been profitably believed ,vas confirmed 
by the authority of a Plenary Council of the ,vholc 
\vorld. 307 The holy Doctor spoke there historically, 
not in the sense ,vhich Mgr. 1\1 aret crroneously attri- 
butes to his ,vords. 308 The Bishop of Sura does not 
admit that S1. Cyprian anrl the others regarded the 
controversy as one of discipline; he thinks that Pope 
Stephen did really pronounce a definition of faith, 
to which St. Cyprian refused to submit because he 


306 See St. Augustine, De BaþtisJJIO, 1. Y., cap. xxiii., n. 33 
(p. 193); ct I. vi., cap. i., n. i. (p. 197). 
307 0 . I " .. 
p. Clt., . 1., cap. vu., n. 9, p. 114. 
308 Dl! C01tcile Gétléral, 1. ii., chI ii., t. i., p. 155, seq. 
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looked on it as liable to error, no Gcncr
l Council having 
yet settled the question in a definitive Inanner. Ho\v 
Jllany baseless suppusitions have \VC here! In the 
vie\v of St. 
\ugustinc, Pope Stephen, led by prudence 
and charity, abstaincd from pronouncing a dogn1atical 
definition; succeeding Popes follo\vèd in his steps. It 
\yas by the Council of J \rIes, and nluch nlore by the 
(-;eneral Council of Nicæa,. that the doctrine \vas con- 
f1rnled \vhich teaches the validity of heretical baptisnl 
if adlninistered ill the nanle of the I Ioly Trinity. U utiI 
the tiuH:: of these Councils the conflicting Decrees of 
Provincial Synods could not have any firnl authority, 
nor \,'ere all doubts dispelled even froI11 the nlinds of 
those ,vho ,,,ere 1110st faithful in keeping the .L \postolical 
tradition. 
It ,,,,illno\v be easily understood that it is inlpossible 
t() build on the facts of the controversy bet\,-een St. 
Cyprian and Pope :5tcphen, any argull1Cnt ,dlatevcr 
..against Papal Infallibility. Xevertheless, the question 
,,'as sure to find a place in the ,,,"ork recently published 
under the nanle of .e Janus,"30U in "Thich all the rubbish 
of the old Gallican and J anscnistic Schools has been 
diligently collccted. rIhe authors sho,\r clearly that 
they have not at all understood the controversy on here- 
tical baptisnl, or that they have purposely disguised it. 
.. Janus" says that .e the dispute had a clearly doglnatic 
charactcr ;" that "the opposition of Pope Stephen to 
the doctrine confinucd at several .J, \frican and _ '\.siatic 
Synods against the validity of schisnIatical baptism, 
rClnained ,,'holly inoperative;" that ., St. Cyprian and 
Firnli1ian denied his having any right to dictate a 
doctrine to other Bishops and Churches;" that "later 
on St. Augustine Inaintains that the pronouncenlent of 
Stephen, categorical as it ,vas, '\"as no decision of the 
300 The Poþ
 and the COlt Il cil, ch. iii.. sec. 4, pp. 66, 67. B) 
" J anus.:' Translated from the German. London, 1869. 
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Church, and that St. Cyprian and the Africans ,,'ere 
therefore justified in rejecting it;" and that, according 
to the holy Doctor, "the real ubligation of conforn1ing 
to a COlnnlon practice originated ,,-ith the Decree of a 
great CounciL" These assertions, "Thich are in perfect 
agreement ,,-ith the opinions of l\'Igr.' l\laret and of 
the old Gallican School, are partly false and partly 
calumnious. '[hey ha,.e ålready been repeatedly re- 
futed by nun1erous theologians. and ,,-hat ,,"C ha,.c 
already said In this section is itself sufficient refutation; 
"'e \vill add here only a ,,-orcl on St. 
 \.ugustine. \ Vhat 
the author attributes to St. Augustinc does not exist in 
his ,,"orks; it is not found in the place quoted by tht: 
,,'riter,:no nor in any other place; it is. in short, a nlere 
calumny against the holy 'Doctor, St. Augustine docs 
not say 1l10rC on the subject than ,,-e quoted aboyc. 
Orsi. therefore, and the ad,-ocates of Papal Infallibility. 
have no reason to giye up the... \frican Doctor, as ., Janus'" 
tells u
 that they do. Or
i neyer did rebuke him either- 
fornlal1y or n1aterially. except in the fancy of Ie J anus,'
 
nor is it Inorc true that Bellannine thought that he had 
perhaps spoken a falsehood. 311 In a fc\\' lines "'C hayc 


31(1 The rcference as gi,-cn in the notc to p, 67. is De Baþtismo. 
t. ix,. pp. 98 -I I I (Op, Edit. Bened,). 'Yhat an casy Inanner of 
quoting thc Fathers! Does" Janus" bclie\-e that St. Augustine 
dcvotes thc whole extcnt of thirtecn pagcs in folio to e'"plain the 
supposed asscrtion? 'Yhat the holy Doctor says in thc luattcr i
 
exactly what wc ha,'c stated ab()\-c. which is to bc found in his 
work IJe BaþtisIJIO, 1. i., cap, "ii., n, 9. p. Si. 
311 Thc writers quote Be11arnlinc erroncousl). In the place 
cited (Dc Ecc/., i., 4) thcrc is nothing which can refer to St. 
Augustine. Rellannine speaks of 51. Augustine in connection with 
St. Cyprian in De ROlllfl1l0 PrJ/ltijÙ."e, 1. i".. cap. "ii. But neithcr 
there, or in any other placc of his works, has he eyer said that 
St. Augustine þcrhaþs sþoke a fillsellOod " As to Orsi, our authüt- 
does not mcntion any place of his works in particular; but we can 
confidently asscrt that nowherc has he rebuked St. Augustine. 
This is but one specinlen of thc erudition and honcsty of" Janus,'. 
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a good specil11cn of the erudition and honcsty of ,vritcrs 
\\ ho. ,,"hilc professing to be Catholics, undcrtakc a 
c.;candalous attack against the Church and its IIeaù. 
But before concluding this section, let us add some 
other rCIllarks on \\ hat H] anus" says conccrning the 
authority of the Pope during the first threc ccnturies. 
It seen1S that (, Janus" kno\\rs \"cry little, not only of 
Scripture, but also of that \Try historical scicncc of 
which hc scenlS to think hinlsclf a grcat Inastcr. He 
tclls his rcaders that for thirtccn ccnturics an incoln- 
prehensiblc silcncc rcigned throughout the "rhole Church 
about that cxtensÏ\"c authority of thc Pope, and still 
less ""as any hint gi\ren that all certainty of faith and 
doctrine depcnds on hiln.;n
 \ Vhoeyer has carefully 
read "'hat ,,-c ha\"c \\"rittcn in the previous volume of 
this ""ork ,,,ill be able to judge of the historical 
corrcctncss of this assertion. l\'loreovcr, the learned 
writers complain that, during the :first four centuries, 
not a single doglnatic Decree can be found issued by 
a Pope, nor a trace of the existencc of any such 
docunlent,
13 It is trUL: that no Decree exists of that 
kind presclTed in its integrity. nut ho,," can they prove 
that there is no trd.ce of the existence of any? Ilayc 
\\-c not already Inentioned sevcral Decrees issued by 
thG Popes against hcrctical leadcrs and sects? If the 
records of history had prcservcd for us n10rc docu- 
Inents, "'C should 1-.: n 0\\" ho,," the l{oman Apostolic See 
condclunccl thc hercsies of that ancient age, and 
strengthened the faith of Catholics. The fe,\" ,,'hich 
still remain tell us 
ufficiently that the Popes \vere frolll 
the bcginning constant in their task of the guardians 
of faith, and, consequcntly, to thcln in justice it bclonged 
to pronouncc dogmatic decisions against all herctics, 
and to point out and dcclare the faith of the Catholic 
312 The l)(1þ
 ([lid thc CouNcil, 1. c.. p. 6-t. 
:11:; Ibid" l. c. 
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Church. We have said enough on this subject, and 
the follo\ving sections ,vill confirm our a,;sertion to 
denlonstration. \Ve have already spoken of the case 
of Dionysius of .L\lexanùria, \vhich is alone sufficient 
for our purpose, nor does the in1portance of this case 
in any \\'ay depend, as "Janus" \\'ould have it do, 
upon the question ,,'hether or not the act of the Pope 
,vas kno\\Tl1 beyond the lilnits of Alexandria. 1'he fact 
is that even at that d.ge cxtraorùinary "pisdolll anù 
authority \verc exhibited by the l\postolical See in 
defending and eXplaining the dogn1as of faith, and in 
fixing the forms of \vords by \vl1Îch they \vere to be 
expressed, \Ve \vill invite our readers to peruse the 
remarks of the learned I IagcIuann on thi
 subject.: n4 
1 Ie openly con1plains that eycn Catholic
 often appeal 
to the Greek \vritcrs, and spare no praise in favour of 
their subtlety in controversy, \vhile the Popes since the 
beginning ahvays Inanifested inconlparable ,,-isdom in 
exploding and condenuling errors and heresies, and in 
explaining Catholic truths. 31 ,'j But even if no dognlatic 
Decree of faith had been put forth by the Popes in the 
first three centuries of the Church, it \vould not fo11o\\ 
that they had not authority to exercise this po\ver had 
they thought it necessary. l-Icre, as often, our adver- 
saries confound the excrcise of po\\"cr \vith the right. In 
addition to this \\Tant of logic, they prove tlÚ
n1selves 
\vanting in the elements of theological doctrine. Because, 
if in the fourth or fifth century ,ve see the Popes in full 
exercise of that supren1e prerogative in causes of faith, 
,vithout any protest on the part of the Episcopal body, 
\ve n1ust conclude that those prerogatives ,vhich arc 
clearly seen in the Papal Acts of the fourth or fifth 
century, nlust have been an inheritance transmitted to 


314 Die RömÙckf' Kircllc, ii., 4, p. 117; ii.. 6, p, 131. FrC'iburg. 
1864. 
315 Ibid.,. ii., 6, p. 129. 
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the Popes fronI Christ our I..ord, through St. Peter's 
ministry: for the Universal Church cannot ren1ain in 
èrror for so Inany c
nturies in a n1attcr \yhich is vita) 
in itself anò for01s an essential part of the constitution 
of the Church. Thus the argument recently urged by 
Dr. Frohschan1mer against the ,york of H Janus" is fully 
justified. 


S E C,1' ION V I 1. 


GENhRAL CO{T
CTT S A
D r \P.\I. INF.\LLIBILIT\. 
IN the \\'ork of :\Ionseigneur :Jlaret against Papal 
Infallibility \ve find 1\\"0 principal errors ,,,hich form the 
basis of the whole structure. These are a false state- 
Inent of fact and a false deduction in logic. The author 
begins by adulterating the doctrine on the constitution 
of the Church as eXplained by the champions of Papal 
Infallibility. Ðra\\-ing a line of demarcation bet\veen 
,,'hat he ,vrong-Iy calls the I taIiall School of BelIarn1inc 
and the School of Paris and Bossuet,3H; he says that the 
theologians of the first H conviennent que les évêques 
pcuvcnt participcr au gouvt.:rnement g-énéral de l'Eglist: 
dans Ia mesure que Ie Pape détcrn1Ïne." Rut he adds 
that, "tnalgré ces avcux et ces concessions, il n'ell est 
pas moins évidcnt que, dans Ie systénle de cette école, Ie 
Pape posséde la 1110narchic pure, indivisible, absolue, 
il1imitée."317 J. \ccordingly he strives to represent the 


31G The School which :\Igr. 1\laret calls Italian, but which is 
really the ROlnan, or Catholic School, clnbraced within its palc 
even the .Frcnch thcologians of the Sorbonne. 1\1. Gérin ha
 
clearly demonstratcd this in his cxccllent work L'.Asscmblle du 
({crg! de j 4 ral1t:e de 1682, ch, viii., p. 333, seq.; App. A, B, p. 48I. 
seq., p. S2
, scq. \Vc will return to this subject in another section 
of the present book. 
;\17 flit C01:cile Gln/ra/. 1. ii., ch. i., t. i., p. 130. 
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Pope in that system as isolated from the Episcopal 
body and from the Church,318 and his gOyernnlent as a 
"gouvernement de l'arbitraire ct du bon plaisir."319 On 
the contrary, in the Gallican School the Rishop
 "ne 
sont pas seulement les conseillers du Pape. ils sont 
juges et législateurs avec lui; et par leur union avec 
feur chef, formcnt la sou\reraineté ecclésiastique," \"hich 
he considers" essentiellement con1plexe et cotnposée de 
l'élément nlonarchique et de l'élénlent aristocratique."3
f) 
The French Prelate nlanifestly intends to convey the 
idea that the so-called Ultra/J/oll/allt' School separate the 
Pope from the Bishops, and reduce the latter to the 
.state of Princes \\'ho have the honour to serye an 
absolute, irresponsible, and arbitrary nlonarch, the Pope, 
\vho rules oyer the Church by his 0\\'11 caprice. 321 His 
language might lead to the inlpression that theologians 
of that School di,"est the 13ishops of any right to 
exercise their prerogatives as judges of faith in Ecu- 
menical Councils; that they admit the Pope as the one 
universal j udgc in the Church. either dispersed, or 
assembled in General Synods. This is the Bishop's 
error in lac t. A
 to the other error in logic, IVIgr, 

\'Iaret appears to think that because the Bishops 
assctl1bled in Ecumenical Councils ha\'e ahvays acted 
as judges of faith. therefore the Roman Pontiff cannot 
be infallible in his solemn dogmatical judgments. In 


;n8 Ope cit., 1. iv.
 ch. vi., t. ii., p, I:! 5, 
319 Op. cit., 1. iv., ch. x., t. ii., p. 190. 
;;20 Ope cit., 1. ii., ch. i., t. i., p. 13 I. 
321 The same view is held by "Janus." .. On this view," h\: 
says, '" the power of the Pope over the Church is purely lllOll- 
archical, and neither knows, nor tolerates, any lin1Ïts. He is to 
be the sole and absolute lllaster; all beside hiln are his plenipo- 
tentiaries and servants, and are, in fact, whether lllcdiately or 
imillcdiately. the 111cre executors of his orders, \\"hose powers he 
can restrict at his pleasure;' (The Pope and tile COli 1l cil, ch. iii., 
pp. 40. 4 1 ). 
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pursuance of this idea he elnploys ncarly the ,,"hole first 
vohl1ne in proving that in all the t\venty-t\vo General 
Councils held in the Church, fron1 that of Kicæa to 
that of Trent, the Bishops constantly perfornlcd the 
office of judges of faith, and having established this, 
he thinks that he has solidly proved "la conlplexité 
des élénlcnts (
Ionarchie et Aristocratic 
:piscopales) qui 
conlposcnt la souveraineté spirituelle ct l'infaillibilité 
dogmatiquc, et la nécéssité du conCOllrs de ces deux 
éléments pour établir la règle absoille de la foi."322 
No\v, i:-; it true that the theologians \vho dissent 
froIll the Gallican School have adopted such a SystCIH 
of isolation concerning the Pope, and have thcy built 
on it the doctrine of a dictatorial, irresponsible, and 
arbitrary personal Infallibility of the Pope? \Ve are 
glad to see that }-.'r. l\Iatignon, S.]., in d. very valuable 
revie\v of 
Igr. 
raret's \vork in the Etudcs,323 has 
already pointed out that the \'Titer has given an 
entirely false vie,," of the l{oman Catholic doctrine on 
the constitution of the Church and on Papal Infalli- 
bility. }:;"or our O\V11 part, \ve cannot uu.derstand ho\\ 

Igr. 
Iaret could 111isunderstand a doctrine \vhich is so 
clearly statcd by the defcnders of Papal Infallibility. 
\Ve kno\v that all Catholics entirely reject the idea of 
the isolation of the Supren1c Pastor of the Church. \Ve 
Inaintain \vith St. Cyprian,321 and all the Fathers, that 
the Bishops are as the circunlference of a circle, so that 
in order to have perfect unity in the Church they nlust 
cleave to each other so far as to keep thc pale of 
Christ's Church entirely c1os
d against schismatics and 
heretics. l\Ioreovcr, ,,-e maintain that the Bishops must 
cleave to the centre of the circle, so that they n1a y be- 



22 flu COIlClle Giltlrat, Preface, p. ).xvi. 
323 Etudes Rclig., His!., et Littlr., Oct., 1869, t. iv., 11. ,ZZ. 
p, 619, scq. 
324 Eþist. Ixix.. pp. 123, 124 (Edit. Balul.); Eþisl. Iv., p. 86. 
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gathered into a perfect unity; and finally, that the 
Chair of St. Peter, and consequently the Pope, is thc 
centre, and the source of Episcopal unity.325 In this 
yic,v it is impossible to say that the circle is the centre 
alone, or that a centre of a circle could exist ,yithout any 
circulnference. \Vc cannot say that a hlln1an body is 
the head alone detached from the rest, or that there 
could be a human head separated from a body acting 
in its normal manner. In like manner \ve cannot say 
that the Church ,vithout 'Bishops is the \vhole Church, 
or that the Pope Inight act as Pope in a state of 
isolation from the Episcopal body. In this \ve fully 
adopt in principle the doctrine on Church unity stated 
by Bossuet and his SchooL 326 since it is in accord \vith 
Scripture and tradition. ' The Pope is the essential 
condition of unity in the Universal Church, as the 
Bishop in his diocese, for he is really the source of 
unity, and of life in the \vhole. 13ut as the Bishops, 
and through then1 their flocks, must be united to the 
Pope in order to share in the unity and the life of the 
Universal Church, so the Pope must be closely united 
to the ,,,hole Church through the body of the Bishops 
in order to be the source of unity and of life of the 
\vhole. I-Ie could not possess this prerogative \vithout 
the comnlunication of the Holy Ghost, \\Tho is the 
Spirit of Christ. But the Holy Ghost communicates 
the sap of unity and life to the Head of the Church in 
order that it n1ay be infused and distributed throughout 
the \vhole mystical Body of Christ, the Church itsel[ 
.,\nd thus it is that all theologians agree in saying that 
if-,\rhat is impossible-a Pope should n1anifestly and 
obstinately profess heretical doctrines, he \vould imlne- 


:;2.) See Tile Slfþrè1Jlc Authority of thc Poþe, sec. i., p. 21. 
326 Bossuet, E'Xj,!;ositioll de la Doctrine Catholiquc, clI. xxi. 

 Ouvrages, t. iv., p. 400. Paris, 1862). Extracts will be found 
in Thc Suþrcl1lc Lluthority of the Poþe, p. 15. 
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diately cease to be POpC.3
j I-Ic could no l?ngcr be the 
source of Episcopal unity and of life in the Church, for 
he hinlsclf ,vollid be out of the unity and life of the 
Iuy
tical Rudy of Christ, which csscntially springs from 
f,tith. But Christ our Lord has pro111ised that IIis 
Church in its ,,,hole shall never perish, that I Ie ,vill 
d,vell ,vith it for ever, and therefore it is impossible 
tI-aat a formal separation should take place bet\veen the 
I lead and the I
piscopal body. No\va formal separation 
Inay be brought about either by a formal schism, or by 
a doctrinal disagreement bet\vecn the Bishops and the 
'Roll1an Pontiff; the former ,\.ould destroy the unity of 
g-o\"ernment in the Church, the lattcr the unity of faith, 
and both these unities arc essential to the very existence 
of the Church. For if the Church be indefectible, it 
1l1l1st be indefectible in unity of government as ,,,ell as 
in unity of faith. In no case, then, can \ve conceive the 
Pope in a state of formal isolation frolll the Episcopal 
body, and the supporters of Papal Infallibility have 

ood reason for their entire rejection of this erroneous 
. doctrine. 
I fence, too, it is easy to understand that, l1aving 
regard to the constitution established in the Church by 
Christ, the Church cannot be considered as a Inere 
and absolutc nlonarchy, ".ithout any adluixture of the 
Llristocratical cleI11ent in the I
piscopacy. \Videly as 
Roman Catholic theologians differ fronl the Gallican 
School on other points, on this they have ne\per dis- 
agreed, but all have held to thc doctrine \yhich flO\\'5 
fron1 established principles. Bellarn1ine is right in 
asserting that all the Catholic Doctors agree in this 
Inatter.3:!.
 But \vhat is the provinrc of the Episcopal 
elenlent in the monarchy of the Church? It is certain 
not only that the Episcopal body can ne\'er be super- 
32ì See Suarez, DL' FÙk, disp. x., sec. \ i., nIl. 6-11. 
."'... D R I ) tift 1 . 
"'-
 (' om. 011 1 ce, . 1., cap. v. 
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scded in the Church by the Pope, but also that it can 
never be deÍ1rivcd of its inhcrent jurisdiction in the 
gencral govcrnnlcnt of the Church, although thcre is no 
difficulty as to restrictions and litnitations being placed 
by the Pope upon the exercise of this jurisdiction, 
should necessity require such a course. 
Ioreover, the 
Bishops, either in their o\vn dioceses or in the Ecu- 
Inenical Councils, are the natural judges of questions 
concerning faith, although under the guidance and 
subject to the judgnlent of the Roman Pontiff.329 
\Vithin these lilnits the government uf the Church is 
monarchical and aristocratic at the san1e tinle. But 
the po\\"er given to the aristocratic Episcopal body \vas 
not intend cd by Christ to control or to refornl the 
governll1ent and the tcaching of the suprcmc ruler of 
the Church, but to give cfficacy to his action on the 
\vhole body, to diffuse to every part the strcanlS of 
divine life, and to dra \v tighter thc bonds of unity 
\vhich link together the \vhole structure. Should the 
aristocratic part of the Church be authoriscd to control 
the governnlent and the teaching of the supreme ruler, . 
he \vould cease to be the foundation of the \vholc 
building, the shepherd of the \vhole flock, the support 
of all his brethren. The suprclne authority \vould 
devoh.c on the Episcopal body, and the n10narchy 
established by Christ \vould be converted into a nlere 
oligarchy. Christ did not take the jdea of ] lis Church 
fronl any of the Constitutional Govenullcnts of our 
o,vn age, nor did T-I c please to establish it in an 
absolute forn1; and therefore it "'as necessary that 
the privilege of infallibility should be conferred upon 
the head and chief of all, to save the Church fronl 
absolute subjection to one \vha should rule as supreme, 
and as subject to no control or check of any kind. The 
329 See Muzzarelli, Dc _
 ltctoritate R. POlltijicis Ùl COllaïii,r, t. ii., 
cap. 
., sec. v., p. Z 12, seq. Gandayi. 
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Gallicans, and, anlong others, 
Igr. i\Iarct. cnlploy a 
\vrong method in arguing on this subject. 'Ihey look 
\vith fcar upon any govcrnnlent ,vhich is arbitrary and 
cxen1pt fronl all control; therefore they Jeprive the 
Pope of his infallibility, because t11<.:Y think that a 
prerogative of this kind ,,'ould turn Papal government 
into a dictatorship likely to be s,,"ayed by caprice. But 
they do not see that Christ granted to the Pope this 
prerogative in order that his suprenlc lJzagistcrÙt11l in 
the Church Inight not be con\"crted into a tyranny over 
the minds of men" If the Pope is infallible in his 
supren1c and authentic 1I1a__f{istcrÙIlI/, his utterances are 
utterances of thc ,vholc Church; they arc the expression 
of divine truth. they arc the ""ord of Christ, \ Vho lives 
,,-ith the Church: consequently, subluission to the 
decisions of thc Pope is a sublnission to eternal truth; 
it is a su bnlission to G'od. r\nd no tyranny or caprice 
can have place when God speaks; hun1an reason 
rightly submits to ) lis ,"oice. 
l\Igr. l\Iaret, like his preùecessors in the Gallican 
School, finds difficulty in un
erstanding Papal Infalli- 
bility in a state of isolation froIn the Church. But 
these \vriters do not see that they put an entirely false 
appearance upon the H..olnan Catholic doctrine of Papal 
Infallibility. \Ve \vonder that ::\Igr. l\laret has thought 
it ,vorth his ,\"hile to put fOf\\"ard again an old difficulty. 
which has been so often answcred by supporters of 
Papal Infallibility, anù especially by )'Iuzzarelli, ,,"hose 
\\"ork the I-i"'rench l>relate undertook to refutc. 33o ::\1uzza- 
relli had expressly noticed the equi,"ocation used by' 
the older C;allicans ,,"hen they expressed the Roman 
Catholic doctrine on Papal Infallibility by the fonnula 
that u the Pope alone is infallible in judging causes of 
faith and morals." 
I uzzarclli ren1arks that this propo- 

ition must not be understood as irnplying the total 
3:1() }) C . 1 
, , I 1 " " } " , 
. 11 OJ/Clll' GCllO"a, . 11.. C 1, I,. 1. },. p, 145. 
K 
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exclusion of the Episcopal body in dgreement ,vith the 
Pope; unless \ve are dealing ,,"ith the chimerical hypo- 
thesis of a Pope alone standing on one side, and the 
Episcopal body on the òther, struggling one against 
the other. 331 .l\ccording to the principles stated above, 
Papal Infallibility does not exclude the I
piscopal body 
in agreement ,vith the Pope's definitions. And observe, 
according to Catholic principles, no definition of faith 
can exist unless grounded on Apostolic tradition and 
on the consent of the Churches. This is the reason 
\vhy no theological doctrine can be defined as an object 
of faith, until proof is given either directly or indirectly 
that the doctrine is derived by tradition from the 
J\postles: directly, ,,"hen it can be distinctly demon- 
strated that the doctrine has ahvays been held in the 
Church, and handed don-n froll1 the beginning by the 
succession of Bishops; indirectly, ,,"hen it can be proved 
that in any of the past ages, or in our own, it ,vas, or 
is, held as a doctrine of faith by the greatest part of 
the teaching body in the Church. In that case its 
..--\postolieal origin is deduced indirectly; for ,vithout 
this origin no doctrine can be held as of faith by the 
body of the Church. This being so, Papal definitions 
on matters of faith Blust rest on the solid foundation 
of prinlitive tradition; and therefore the Pope is bound 
to inquire and to examine the \vhole matter before 
pronouncing a final definition. I'he infallibility of the 
Church, and also that of the Pope, arc the effect of 
divine assista1lce, not of a supernatural insþiration, much 
less of revelation; and this consideration lets us see 
the origin of the Provincial Councils ,,"hich it ""as the 
old eustonl to assemble at ROlne as often as the Pope 
,vas about to issue a dogn1atic definition; and it also 
explains the Consistories of Cardinals ,,'hich are held for 
the same purpose. Hence too come the Congregations 
:.131 Dc 41lctoritate ROlll. POJltif.
 Proen1., p. xcvii. 
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instituteù for the careful ex;.unination of controversies 
which have been refcrred to R001C for decisiun; the 
l'onsultations of the best theologians of the Church; 
the cOl1llnission given to the Bishops to inquire in thcir 
t)\\rl1 dioceses into the nlatter in question, and to report 
to H..0111C the result" of their rcsearches. X 0 Pope. 
before ùeciding a doctrinal question, has ever dispensed 
,\.ith these investigations, \\"hich are calculated to \'erify 
the truc tradition of the Church anù to ensure that the 
doctrine to be defined has really ..I. \postolic origin. ....\nd 
no Pop
 ,,"ill dispense ,,-ith the necessary inquiry on the 

nbject; for in the prerogative of infallibility is iInplied 
the fulfihncnt of all the conditions \vhich arc necessary 
for its exercise. 
\\"hen. thcn, the rope solen1l1ly pronounces a defi- 
nition of faith. he acts in accordance \\-ith the \vhole 
Episcopal body, since he acts in accordance \\.ith the 
traditional teaching, first, of the ROlnan Church, anù, 
seconùly, of the other Churches. in \\"hich, 1110re or less 
distinctly, the .Apostolic tradition ,,'as preser\-ed. He 
cannot possibly act against the tradition of the Church, 
because this inIpossibiIity of error is one of the condi- 
tions essentially found in the prerogati\'c of infallibility. 
But at the saIne tilne it is he \\"ho pronounces the final 
decision and utters the fonnal definition concerning the 
helief of the Church. The consent of the l
piscopal 
body to the Papal pronounccnlent I1lust necessarily 
folIo,,," as an evident Inark of the fulfilnlcnt of God's 
prolnises nlade to His Church. For .Apostolical tradition 
cannot be adulterated in its transtllission and propa- 
g-ation; and consequently the body of the Bishops 
cannot fail to agree \\"ith a definition ".hich expresses 
the .l\postolical doctrine. :Jlorcovcr, a separation of thc 
Episcopal body fronl their Supreme Head ,vould be a 
tleath-blo,," to the ,vhole Church, and ,\.ould overthro\\ 
the prun1ises of indefectibility and infalIibiJity Blade by 
K 2 
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Christ to His Church. 'Ve must thcn concludc that the 
Pope judging ex cathedrli is not in a state of isolation 
froln thc Episcopal body; but, on the contrary, he i
 
in the Inost perfect union ,yith thCl11: and their unity 
is in itself an c\?ident proof of the divine assistancc 
gi\'cn to thc Church. 
Sonlctin1cs it is truc that r'-"liall/lllz/cS luay bc found 
in thc ]
piscopal budy, just as thc Apostolic College 
had its Judas, and as K cstorius and Dioscorns \ycn,
 
reckoned all10ng the Bishops of the fifth ccntury, and 
Scrgius al1l0ng thosc ûf the sc\-cnth. But this docs 
110t itnply any breach of unity in thc Church, or that a 
disagreenlcnt had sprung up bct,,"ccn the Episcopal 
body and the Pope. It inlplics only that in the field 
of thc l..ord there nUlst be thc tares 111ixcd \\'ith tht: 
wheat. I
'rOl11 \\,hat \yc ha\?e said it is easy to conclude 
that 1\1 gr. l\Iarct does not understand thc doctrine \"hich 
he has endeayourcd to refute. In fact, cOl1llnenting on 
thc faluous passagc of St, Ircnæus. \vhich \ye quoted 
in tht: third scction. he says:. "L'évêque de I
yon, 
affinllc t-il que cet é\'êque dc l\.olne, ce prince de 
rEglisc universcl1e. est un 1110narque absolu? Affirme 
t-il. dans aucune circumstance et pour terminer de 
funestes contrO\"lTses. il ne sera jalllais nécessairc de 
consulter cctte tradition de l'}:glise universelle, où il 
place lui-nlên1c la yérité? }
nseigne t-il qu'il sera jamais 
nécessaire ùe conlparer cctte tradition avec cellc de 
l' Eglise Ron1ainc et ayec lcs enseigncn1cnts de scs 
Pontifes ?, 332 N o 'V, ,,?C should like to be told "\,Tho ever 
asscrted that the Popc is an absolutc 1110narch in the 
Church, or that he is at liberty not to inquire into the 
uni\?ersal Apostolic tradition before pronouncing his 
final definitions? 'fhat such a systCl11 of Papal dictator- 

hip is brought into the Church by the doctrine of Papal 
I nfaHibility, is nothing but a cireal11 of IVIgr. l\1arct. But 
:::;:! flu Condit.' C//l/ral. I. i\".. ch, vi.. t. ii" p, I I I. 
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the Bishop of Sura Canlh)t undcrstand ho\v ..t Gt..:l1cral 
Council can havc any existcncc if the Pope is infallible 
in his tlognlatic utterances. .. Si IÏnfaillibilitc absolue," 
he says, "ct separée clu P clpC est acllnisc, clle c^)te au 
Concilc Général sa principale, sa \"raie raison d'être. II 
{lcvicnt inutile ct il pOll rrait être 11 uisible, " :J3
 But ,\'a 
 
not Peter infalliblc? '\-ère not the othcr l\postles 
infallible? anù yet they assell1bleù a Council at J cru- 
--;alcIl1 ill order to legislate on thc controversy of the 
I(
a/ia. ::\Igr. .:\Ian
t replies that "les ... \pÒtres, sachant 
que leur privilége pcrsoncl cl'inspiration ct d'infaillibilit
 
l1e pouvait passer à leurs successcurs ont voulu tlonncr 
al1X sièclcs futurs, dans lc Concile ùe J érusalelll la fonne 
la plus parfaitc du gouvcrnelncnt ccclésiastique.":
:J4 \Vc 
n1Ïght ,vith equal justice say that the \pustlcs, knowing 
that the Successors of Petcr would prcscn"c thc privi- 
lege of infallibility, assenlblcd a Council in orùer to 
sho\v that nOÌ\\'ithstanding Papal Infallibility, General 
Councils ought to be assclnbled. l'hc fact is that the 
lcsson given by the "" \ postles to thcir successors by the 
Council of ] eru
alenl ,\-as Ì\yo-fold. First, that Papal 
r nfaHibility \\"ould not render General Councils uscless. 
Secondly, that in extraordinary cases, ,,"hen either ne\v 
heresies had arisen, or great interests of the Church 
\\ ere ..tt stake, the Popes, though posscssing- the pre- 
rogativcs of infallibility, ought to assenlblc }:culnenical 
Councils. But it is quite falsc and erroneous to say 
that the 
 \postlcs "out voulu donner aux sièclcs futur=-,o 
dans ]e Concilc de ] érusalcln la fornl<.; la plus parfaitc 
tilt gonverncnlclÜ ecclésiastiquc." For if the perfect 
fOrIn of ccclesiasticål gO\PcrIunent "-as that of thc 
Council, 'vc nlust conclude that during all thc Apos- 
tolical age, and the first three ccnturies of the Church, 
there '\"as no pcrfcct gO\'CrIlIncnt, for during all this tilTIC 
3J3 Op. cit., L iv" ch. xii.. t. ii., p. :?33. 
33-1 Ibid.. p. 
3.t., seC{. 
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certainly no Eculnenical Council ""a') hcld; 111uch lc
s 
"
as such an assèll1bly cOI1\'ened c\.cry ten year... 
according to the proposal of :\Igr. l\Iarct. Before the 
rise of the .i\rian heresy, ,vhich shook the very founda- 
tion of Christian belief, no onc had thought of the 
nece
sity of calling an J
ctllnenical Synod; nor "as 
the slightest idca cntertained that the go,.crIlluent of 
the Church ,,,as illlperfect. becausc the Church ".as not 
ruled by General COllncils, and because the Popc "
as 
not, like a constitutional K.ing, presenting Bills to the 
ParliauH.:nt. ,,-hose asscnt nUlst be obtaincd before thcy 
can hayc validity in thc kingdoll1, 'The Fathers con- 
stantly declared that the Church ,\.as built on the solid 
rock of Pctcr; they appealt:d to the Succcssor of St. 
Petcr in their contro\.crsies of faith, and not to any 
Gencral Conncil; they cxpected frol11 the Apostolical 
See the final decision against \\"hich there ".as no appeal.. 
or, like St. J erOBle, they addressed the Pope in explicit 
ternls, "Decernitc, obsecro. si placct. et non timebo 
dicere tres hypostases." 3:1;' 
But not,,-ithstanding this, it is true that the practical 
lesson left us by the Apostlcs ""as not neglected, and in 
great needs of thc Church the Popes ,vere accustomed 
to call a Gcneral Council. 1'he necessity of this course 
has been ]Jointed out by 
OIne of the chief champions 
of Papal Infallibility.3
(.i 1'hey reIllark that the solenlll 
declaration of the j-\postolic faith nladc b) the asscnl- 
bled Bishops, as often as it is possible to hold such 
an asselnbly, ,,'ill ha\'e great authority in crushing aU 
lovers of novelty and error. ..(\gain, ,vhcn the Church 
is in great need, or ,vhen ecclesiastical discipline requires 


::3,ý See sec. iii.. p. 56. 
::36 See ::\1 uzzarclli. Op. cit,. t. i,. Proeul,. p. xcix. He says that 
this is a comnlon doctrine anlong theologians -" Consentiunt 
orones teneri SUnll11Ull1 Pontificeln a
cU1ncnica concilia congregare,. 
præsertinl contra novos errorcs':' etc. 
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a radical reforIllation, it is ,"cry desirable to call upon 
the \visdonl, prudence, and experience of the \\"hol(" 
body of Bishops, that the Church nlay recei\re suitable 
relief, and that discipline l11ay be restored "rith prudence 

Lnd vigour. But this is in no \vay opposed to Papal 
Infallibility. In the first case, the consent of the 
Episcopal body. I1lanifested in such a solen1n and 
il'1posing Inanner, is a lle\\r adùitional proof set before 
the cnclnies of faith, dcn10nstrating the Infallibility of 
the Head of the Church, and of the boùy, \\"hich can 
ne\.cr dis
ent fron1 its infallible IIcad. 'Thus, says 
St Leo, the Bishops, by agreeing ".ith the suprclne 
definition of the Pope, show' then1sch T cs lllanifestly to 
be n1en1bers of that I [cad.:;::; In the other case, the 
[nfallibility of the Pope is in no \\"ay compron1iscd 
either ,,"hen the Pope as:;cl11bles a General Council, in 
ordcr to inquire into the traditional teaching of the 
Church, or in order to a\9ail hinlself of the prudencl: 

nd \visdon1 of so rl:spectablc a body for the purpose 
uf improving ecclesiastical discipline. 
But the difficulty of the old and recent Gallicans in 
France, in Gern1any, and in England, lies just here. 
How. can the Bishops in a General Synod keep their 
conciliar rights, and act as judges of the faith, if the 
Pope has the prerogati\Te of infallibility? This is the 
Achilles of the argunlcnts enlployed by :\lgr. \Iaret 
throughout the first ,"olunlc of his \\'ork, and he thinks 
that he has dcnlolished the doctrine of Papal Infallibility 
by proving that the Bishops ha\-c ah\Oays exercised 
judicial authority in the 1
cunlcnical Councils. 
 \nd ,,"hen 
-;umn1Íng up the nlatter, hc concludes triun1phantly: 
., Point de n1Ïlicu; ou il faut rctin'r aux évêques leur 
droit de 1.'rais juges dans Ics Conciles Généraux, ou it 
faut refuser au Pape Ie pou\poir de leur inlposer scs 
337 .E.pisl. cxx. ad Tllcodort'lulIl. cap. i,. p. 1219 (Gp., t. i. Edit. 
Ba1l.). ., In hoc quoqu
 capiti membra concordent." 
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décisions. l\[ais en prenant Ie prcn1ier parti, 011 
Inéconnait la tradition constantc de tous les Conciles 
Généraux, on est forcé de nier, ou de dénaturer des 
faits incontestables, de fouler aux pieds des droits vingt 
fois séculaires, et on donne it ses propres principes un 
ùétnenti éclatant.":;:
s \\Te certainly 111aintain, ,vith all 
theologians, that the 13ishops in General Synods are 
truly judges of faith, but ,ve add that Papal Infallibility 
is in no ,vay affected by this. In fact, the case may 
be considered in t,,'o aspects; eithcr the Pope defines 
nothing in the contested Inatter before the Synod has 
pronounced its judglnent, or he has published his 
definitive Decree before sUInmoning the Bishops to th( 
meeting. In the first case, it is easy to understand that 
the Bishops tnay freely exercise their right of judges 
discussing the proposed question, cxanÚning its tradi- 
tional origin, and deciding after having gained full 
kno\vledgc of the Blatter. I n this case, even if the 
Pope should tran
nlit to the Council his instructions, 
they \\Till not interfere ,,-ith the freedon1 of the Council, 
because they arc not properly infallible utterances of the 
Apostolical Sec. 1-3ellan11ine hinlself, \\'ho is represented 
as the greatest chalupion of Papal Infallibility, holds 
exactly thi
 doctrine.:
:m Nevertheless, all agree in 

aying that the judglnent of the Bishops in Synod 
111U5t harmonise ,vith the judglnent of the H..oman 
Pontiff, in order that their Decrees Inar be infallible. 
'The nlain qucstion is ,yhethcr the Bishops in Synod 
can truly be judges of the faith, and use perfect 
freedom in thcir discussions, ",hen the IJope has 
previously defined the tuatter in <1ucstion. Mgr. l\1aret 
and all the Gallican School believe that this is in1pos- 
sible. But they have conceived a ,,-rong idea of the 
freedom and right of the Bishops in Council. First, I 
338 nil COllcilc G/Illral, 1. iv., ell. ix.. t. ii.. p. 161. 
339 Ðt' COJlciliis, 1. ii., cap. xi. 
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\vould ask \vhether the Bishops exercised their full 
rights in the deliberations of the Council of Trent? 
\Igr. l\Iaret frankly asserts that they did.:
40 \VelI, I 
îsk, again, whether the dogluatical Decrees of the 
Council of Trent concerned free controversies, \vhich 
"'cre then for the first tinle to bc decided by the 
assen1bled Bishops, and ,,,hether they ,vcre free to 
pronounce a. decision contrary to that at ,vhich they 
actually arrivcd. Unquestionably, nearly all the dog- 
Inatical Decrees enacted by the Council of Trent \vere 
òoctrincs of faith long before that Synod had nlCt. 
:Nevertheless, the Fathers did not affix their signatures 
to the fornlal definitions until they had spent a long 
time in minute researches into the foundations of the 
doctrine. For instance, the doctrine of thc Rea1 
Presence had been ah\7ays held in the Church as a 
doctrine of faith, and yet the J.."'athers of Trent spared 
no kind of study and investigation in order to secure 
the solid foundation on \vhich that doctrine ,vas 
irnmoveably grounded, Thcir juùgnlent on this, as ,vcl1 
as on many other subjects, had no alternative ,,'hatever 
except behveen faith and heresy. .... \gain, anyone ,vho 
is acquainted \vith the Acts of the Councils 111Ust kno,v 
that often the Bishops ,\"hen assembled in Synod, signed 
the dogmatical Decrees already sanctioned by the preced- 
ing Ecumenical Councils, and confirnled and published 
by the Roman Pontiff. No\v it cannot be denied 
that they acted as judges of faith ",hen signing these 
already infallible Canons. They acted as judges, but 
their judgment \vas really a dutiful su bnlission to the 
doctrines of faith. In fact, the forn1s of expression 
used br theIn in their signatures nlake both these 
points n1anifest. 'fhe forn1s en1ployed arc the follo\\- 
ing-" J udicans, subscripsi : recognoscens consensi," etc. ; 
And on the other hand - it Obtemperans sententiæ 
::
IJ nit (oncill' G/Il/rfll, J. iii.. ch. xiii., t. i,. p. 501, seq. 
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sanctissimorunl ct beatissilnorunl Episcoporulll 
consentiens et ego subscripsi; Cognoscens discussionenl 
Sanctorum Patrul11, et cunI sequi debeanl eorunl judi- 
ciunl, subscripsi," etc. 3U The Bishops arc truly judges 
"yhen they subnlit to the dogmatical Decrees of the 
preceding Councils; ,ve nlust, then, conclude that they 
judge also ,vhen receiving the definition of faith at the 
hands of the Pope. Certainly, to pronounce a judgment 
ùocs not necessarily i1nply that the judge Inust have 
the po\ver of passing a sentence contrary to that of the 
supreme judge, but only that he must be thoroughly 
acquainted ,vith the cause in question, and nlust hayc 
sufficient reason for fonning his judgment upon it. No". 
,,'hen the Pope has infallibly spoken in the Blatter, this 
is for the Bishops one of the strongest ilnaginable 
Illotives to judge in accord ,,-ith the Pope's sentence 
and to submit to it. But their submission \videly 
differs froIn the subnlission of the Faithful at large. 
The submission of the people is a simple act of 
obedience to the infallible authority of the Pope, but 
the submission of the Bishops is also a judicial, act 
bearing on matters of faith. and thcir confirnlation is 
authoritative and canonical. They have therefore the 
right to examine and discuss the cause in question, that 
they may gain full kno,vledge of its nature and purport. 
This manner of proceeding not only enables them to 
act as judges of faith, but also serves as a check to the 
c0111plaints of heretics, ,vho \vould blalne the Church 
for clnbracing doctrines \vhich ,,-ere not the fruit of 
a careful investigation by the Popes and by the 


3H See Concilimll Chalcedonensc, Act. iv. (Labbe, t. iv., p. 1462); 
Cone. Nic. ii., Act. vii. (Labbe, t. viii., p. 1203, seq.) ; etc. In this, 
as well as in other General Synods, the Fathers sign the definitions 
of faith sanctioned by preceding Councils with the same formu]a
 
with which they enact the new definitions. 
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Councils.: i4 :! :\IuzzarcIli hiolself, in stating this doctrint.:, 
\\'hich is COlnOlon to all Catholic theologians, refers to 
a. Gallican Synod held in 1699 in H"heinls, in \vhich a 
declaration is found cxactly in accordance ,vith "'hat 
\\'C hayc here asserted. rrhe Fathcrs of Rheims 
nlaintained that lC Ie consentcnlcnt des l
vêques au 
jugetllent du prcluier Siège cst tout ensemble et un 
acte d'obéissancc envcrs cc :;iègc et un acte d'autorité 
ct de jugcolcnt SOUS l'autorité principalc dc cc nlênlC 
Siègc.";H:
 Thc principle \dlÌch \\'C havc bcen ad\'ocating 
is exact! y the sanIC. 


:;t2 See 
Iuzzarcni. Op. cit.. cap. ,\:,. sec. Y.. t. ii.. p. ::!I
. s<.:q, 
:).I
 Ibid,. p. '::! I 3. 
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THE COU'\CIL OF 
Ic.a
.\ 
\X]) PAP.\L l
FAr T InJ LITY, 
TIlE CASE OF POPE LIHERTUS. 
EVERY General Council is a clear d.ud visible demon- 
stration that the Church of Christ is One in its 
governnlcnt and Onc in its doctrine; that it is divinely 
grounded on the solid rock of the Apostolical See; 
that the R0111an Pontiff is the Vicar of Christ upon 
earth, the Suprenlc I-Iead of all the Church, to \VhOn1 
all the Bishops \\-ith their flocks Inust adhere, in order 
to keep the n10st perfect unity of government and of 
faith. In the third section of this book \ve pointed out 
ho\\r deeply this 111axilll \vas rooted in the Catholic 
mind in antiquity, and ho\v strongly all felt the 
necessity of being in union \vith the Papal teaching in 
order to deserve the character of orthodox. '[he saIne 
great and fundan1ental principle ,,-as realised and 
expressed i!l a still nlorc scnsible and solellul Jnanner 
by those general assemblies of Bishops, \yhich repre- 
sented the Universal Church united \\-ith its Head. It 
is absurd to say, \vith SOIne, that the constitution of 
the Church first received a Inanifcst and substantial 
existence \vhen the first 

cumenical Council met at 
Nicæa. The constitution of the Church from thc 
beginning eyer ,,-as, and to the end ever "rill be, one 
and the same. The Church is governed by the same 
principles, \vhcther it be dispersed or gathered into a 
General Synod. The Catholic 13ishops are SUnll11011CÙ 
to LlsseJuble in Council as often as is necessary, 
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especially in Cd
e Hen heresies ha\'e arisen. in order 
to gh.c opcn proof of their closc and indissoluble 
connection ,,'ith the Pontifical JllagistcrÏll11l J. not in 
order to control or direct it. nor in order to give a 
con1pIetely irrefornlabic character to its decisions of 
faith, l\Igr. .l\Iarct is quite mistaken on this point, 110 
less than \n
rc Bossuet and the other Gallican \\'riters. 
\Ve intend to sho\\' in the present and follo\ying sections 
that all the I.:cuffienical Councils, fro111 the first held at 
Xicæa dO\\ï1\\'ards. though legally keeping their conciliar 
rights, ,,'cre nc\"ertheless so many sensible evidences of 
the divine cconOBlY of the Church, by \d1Ìch thc Epis- 
copal body. ,,-hen representing the Church, ,\'ill ah\rays 
be in perfcct accord \\'ith the Papal 1llagistcrÙI1/l, and 
ah\-ays ccho its definitions. 
Although during the first three centuries the Gnostic 
dud Antitrinitarian sects had ll1ade SOBle atte111pt to 
ù\'erthro\\. Chrístianity, yet none of these met \\'ith the 

anle succe
s as attended the blasphe1110us teaching of 
1 \rius. The heresy of Sabellius, that of Paul of 
Sanlosata, and the spread of the Pagan philosophy, 
had prepared the path for .1 \rianisIl1. Thc doctrine of 
thc unity of the Godhead in three Persons could not be 
understood by In
n ,\'ho \\7ere confident that it could 
be eXplained by Incans of the iInperfect principles of 
the Pagan philosophy. The idea of pcrsollalifJ', inasI11uch 
as it is distinguished fron1 th
 conception of indh-idual 
nature, had 110 tneaning- ,,'hate\"er in the philosophy of 
Pagan antiquity. Consequently. Sabellius, tnaintaining 
the abstract unity of the divinè essence, belic\.cd that 
thc distinction of divinc Persons ,,'ould necessarily lead 
to thc doctrine of plurality of Gods. Therefore, IIC 
adInittcd no other distinction between thCIU except 
that of three different naInes. by ,,-hich the one and 
the saInc God had rcvealed I Iimself in the great ".orks 
of Creation. H..cden1ption, and Sanctification. l\rius. 
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starting from the satne principle, arrived at the opposite 
error. Follo\\'ing the steps of his n1astcr Lucian, and 
desirous of n1aintaining the personal distinction in God, 
he falsified the doctrine of the divine essence, and upset 
the Catholic conception of the l-{oly Trinity. He 
conceived the Son of God as being different in essence 
froIn the Father, as being a crcature of the J
athcr's 
l1ands, brought forth by IIis ,vill beforc any other \vork 
of I-lis creation; consequcntly he recognised an infinite 
distance beh\7een the Son and the l-i'ather, though he 
admitted that the fonner had bcen raised up to the 
sublime dignity of Son of God, and had been called 
God, like the l
athcr. In this systenl the idea of the 
eternal generation of the 'V ord of God is entirely 
rejectcd and condemned, and thc divinity of the Logos 
is altogether denied. 
The contest soon spread fron1 .. \lexandria all over the 
Eastern Church, and the hcresiarch \\7as countenanced 
and defended by n1en of authority and learning, as by 
Eusebius of Cesarca and by his namcsake of Nicoll1edia. 
The peace of the Church and the tranquillity of the 
l<-=mpire \vere alike at stake, and the contest bccoming 
daily more embittered \vith popular passions, threatened 
Christian socicty \vith yet greater evils. On
 this account 
the 1
n1peror Constantine ,,-as advised by the Bishops 
to have recourse to a General Council, \vhich \\-ould 
appease the troubles of the Church and of thc J
lnpire.34-l 
:Pope Sylvester ,vas accordingly applied to, and ,vith his 
authority no less than 300 Bishops, mostly from the 
]
ast, assembled at 
icæa for the first EcuIllcnical 
.Council. :
-t5 


:>-14 Ruffinus, if is!.. L i., cap. j" p. 467 (:\Iigne, jJ P. LL., t. 'Xxi.). 
"TUIU ilk (Constantinus) ex Sacerdotum scntcntia :Jpud urben1 
Nicæalu Episcopalc concilimll convocat.=' 
34:; In Vita .Sylvestri Paþa', Lib"r POll/if. (Labbe, t. i.. p. J 432) ; 
in Scnnonc AcclmnatQrio Synodi vi., Act. :-..viii. (Labbe, t. yii., 
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No,\, the Gallicans believe that this Council, and the 
decision to ,vhich it can1C, afford an invincible proof 
against Papal Infallibility. Hossuet. in his IJifi'1lCi oj' 
tlu' Dcclaratiolt of 1682, n1aintains that the Decrees of 
Xicæa against the r\rians received their authority only 
fronl the consent of the asscnlbled Fathers, \vithout any 
shade of Papal confirmation \vhcther before or after the 
Jneeting of the Synod. 34G :\lgr. l\Iaret, in hi
 recent 
\\-ork, does not venture to go quite so fa,r. He admits 
the consent of the Pope to the Decrees of the Synod, 
but he dra\vs the conclusion that their strength and 
authority depends upon the accord of the Bishops ,vith 
the Roman Pontiff347 :\Igr. l\Iaret here speaks the 
truth, for no General Council could have the least 
authority in the Universal Church if its Canons \verc 
not sanctioned by the Apostolic See; therefore he 
implicity conden1l1s the assertion of the Gallican School 
of Hossuet, \\-hich teaches that Synodical Canons of 
faith have virtue to bind independently of the sanction 
of the H,on1an Pontiff But .i\lgr. l\Iaret seen1S not to 
be a\varc that this doctrine as to the authority of 
Universal Councils. is admitted and professed by all the 
chalnpions of Papal Infallibility. For \ve n1aintain, 
\\"ithout a shad 0"" of self-contradiction, both that the 
l)ope, speaking ex cathcdrâ. is infallible in his decisions, 
independently of any sanction of the Bishops, and that 
no less infallibility belongs to the Universal Synod, 


p. 1086). Certainly all antiquity W.l
 persuaded that no General 
Synod could n1eet without the authorisation of the Apostolic Sec. 
J n the Council of Chalcedon the Legates of the Pope accused 
I )ioscorus, for that he had asselnbIcd a Synod without the consent 
of the Roman See, and they added --" Quod nunquall1 Iicuit, 
nunquam factum est " (Act. i. Labbe, t. iv., p. 866). 
J
6 .I}ifuzsio Dee/. Cieri Ga//Ù'alli, pt, ii., 1. xii., cap. vii., t. ii" 
p. t 59, scq. Edit. Basileæ. 
34j flll lOlleile GéJz/ral. 1. ii.. ch. ii., t. i., p. 147. 
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\\ hen enacting its Decrecs of faith, in agreel11cnt ,,-ith. 
and \\'ith the sanction of. the I{oD1an Pontiff.31S 
As to the Council of Nicæa, its Decrees not only 
rested on the conscnt of the Apostolic See, but they 
were a public and a solclnn act of adhesion to the 
infallible teaching of that See. The 300 Bishops did 
not sit in Council in order to decide \\-hat \\-as to be 
the belief of the Faithful on the subject of the nature 
of the Divine \Vord, but for the purpose of giving a 
solenu1 tcstinlony to the Apostolic teaching- already put 
forth in a definite fonn by Pope Dionysius. In fact, St. 
Athanasius expressly affirms that the Arian heresy had 
been already conden111cd long before the Council of 
Xicæa, and that it had been condemned by Pope 
l)ionysius, \vho pronounced his sentence in the Synod 
held in Ron1e for that }Jurpose, \vhcn he "'as infornlec1 
that his nall1esakc Dionysius, Patriarch of Alexandria. 
had taught in his \\Titings that the \V ord of God \\ras 
a crcature and d thing made by God (-;:oí"/j!J.;(I.
 ,,-,:,í(f.y-a) , 
not consubstantial \\'ith the l:i'athcr (Ó,Y-OOÚð/OC;). The 
Declaration of Pope Dionysius ,va
 really an infallible 
utterance; and this, being so, according to the custonl 
of the tin1e, he asselnbled a Synod in Ronle before 
addressing his dogtnatical Lettcr to the Patriarch of 
Alexandria. In his I...etter he defined the doctrine of 
the consubstantiality of the Divine "Tord ,,'ith the 
Father, and sanctioned the use of the \,yord ó.'./.;oO
f1/o;.31ft 
'fherefore St. Athdl1asius rightly concludes that the 
Arian heresy had been I011g before anathc111atised by 
all. 3jO By all; if so, the Arian doctrine must have been 
held as heretical in the Universal Church, and the 


::,,'\ See l\luzzarelli, Op. cit., cap. v" sec. ,-., t. i., p. roo, seq. 
:a9 St. Athanasius, Dc St'1/kJ/tia DioJl)lsii, n. 13 (Op., t. i., p. Ig8. 
Edit. Patayii); Dc S)'llodis. n. 43 (Op., t. ii., p. 605). 
350 De Sell/c1ltia Dio7l)'sii, 1. c. ùÀÀ' Ëxr,:-aÎ..al r,:-apa. ,;,;,ch;'!lJIi 
àY(5):;IJ..CG;'/ð'
=ìO'a ,:,wv Xp'ð'':'o,'J..áX(JJ'I ' ApEla'.!;;Y ñ aïp=O'/;. 



The Council of .lVictCa. 


161 


definition of Pope Dionysius Inust have been regarded 
as infallible. 
or does St. ....\thanasius give any reason, 
except the Pope's definition, for ... \riu$ having been 
expelled fron1 C0111111 union d.nd conden1ned by the 
Church in ....\lexandria.: J51 The doctrine of the consub- 
-;tantiality of the \Vord ,vith the J
"ather ".as considered 
as a doctrine of faith, and the contrary opinion as 
heretical. This is e..lsily evidenced from the Synodical 
Letter addressed by the l\lexandrine Patriarch ...\lex- 
ander to his brother of Constantinople. I Ie plainly 
"peaks in it of the doctrine of the cünsu
stantiality as 
being strictly dogn1atic, for \vhich, as he declares, he 
,and every orthodox Christian \vould lay do,vn his life. 35 :! 
in accordance \\"ith this, the error of .L \rius is described 
as heresy both in this letter, written by the .Alex- 
andrine l)atriarch alone, and in that addressed by him 
and the Synod of .... \lexandria to all Catholic Bishops.35:J 
. \nd the fonnula of faith dra\\'11 up by this Synod, and 
directed against the san1C error, received the signatures 
of Pope Sylvester 354 and of the other Bishops.:i;,j Finally, 
the 300 Bishops ,,'ho 111et at Nicæa, even before any 
discussion \vhatever, regarded the doctrine attacked by 
the l\rians as an article of faith. \Vht,;n, at the very 
beginning of the Council, .l\rius proceeded to explain 
3,)1 L. c. 
3:,2 Eþist. dlcxllJldri I'alrÙlrchæ A k,r. ad J'alriarc:halll COIl- 
!.!a1llill(Jþ. (In Labbc. t. ii.. p. :23). 
d penes Theodorctum, HÙt., 
I. i" cap. iii., p. 887
 scq. (Op., t. iii. Edit. 
Iigne). ':"a

a ':"
; 
. ì ' ,
 .." 
. .. ,-r- ". <\' 
fí!.X .1;(fla; '1'CG (I.,'::'O(f,:"ol.ry.a o(JïllJ.a
a, tJ.:::p 

 xal (I.,'-;o.n7j(f7.o,IJ.EY. 
:},')3 Drjt.ctfo ,/lrii mÙ.ftl ab Ak.1.-l 7 1ldro Lpist.:oþo olll1libus .Apis- 

 (Jþis. In ilis!. Gt'/tuii, I. ii., cap. iii. (Labbe, t. ii., p. 150, seq,). 
3.'j{ }
"þis!. ii. LibcrzÏ J'np{[' ad COllsltlllti,I1I1IZ bllþ. (Labbe, t. ii.
 
p. 801). In this Letter, Liberius Inentions the epistle addressed by 
the Patriarch Alexander to Pope Sylve
ter, in \\ hich he informed 
the Pontiff of the condemnation of the heresiarch and of the faith 
defined. 

 35:; '1'ÇJ, 'T(J/J-'.fJ 6:wJt;;'fJïfa
á
':"
J
 (Epist. cit., 
 1 k:nl111lri ad J'..pisc, 
(OllstlllltuWþ. Labbe, t. ii., p. 
-J.'. 
L 
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to the assen1bled Fathers the doctrine held by him as to 
the nature of the Divine \V ord, all the Bishops stopped 
their ears, refusing to listen to his blasphemies; and 
they \\'ere unanimous in condemning the heresy, and in 
pronouncing anathema upon it. 35G 
\\íe nlust, then, conclude that the business of the 
Council of Kicæa ,vas not to examine and judge of 
points and forn1ulæ of doctrine ,yhich ,vere not already 
dogmatic. X c\"ertheless, the liathers ,vere truly judges 
of faith. But their final decision '\"as an act of sub- 
Inission to the universal doctrine of the Church, \vhich 
had already becn defined in the judgn1ent pronounced 
by Pope Dionysius. They ga\"e their decision in 
confornlity \\'ith that of the Apostolic See, represented 
by the Papal Legates present in the Synod itself; and 
they thus ga\"c proof that the :Episcopal body is ahvays 
found in agreCtl1cnt \yith the tcnets and decisions of the 
R.otnan Pontiffs, as mcn1bers connectcd ,\"ith thcir Head: 
according to the promiscs instituted by Christ, and by 
\,irtue of IIis ind\\"elling Spirit. ...
nd thc samc must 
be said of the other controversy of faith indirectly 
scttled by the Nicæan Synod. The Decrce of Stephen 
against rebdptisn1 had already pointed out the universal 
4-\postolical tradition and the doctrinal practice of the 
Roman Church 
 thi
 '\"a
 sufficicnt to induce the 
Fathers of I\icæa to proclainl the doctrine. 'Their 
Jecisions could not fail to be in perfect accord \vith 
the Apostolic tradition \vhen they ,\-ere in accord \vith 
the doctrine of the ROlnan Church, ,vhere this tradition 
had ah\"ays been preser\"cd in its integrity. Their 
Decree on the baptism of the Paulianists is, then, a 
ne\v proof and confirmation of our position. Before 
leaving this branch of the argument, ,\PC notice that 

lgr. l\Iaret 11lakes on this and other conciliar decisions 
3:>G See St. Athanasius, Eþisl. ad E"þiscoþos Ægyþti ct Lib)'æ
 
n. 13 (Edit. Peta\"ii. p. 223). 
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an observation \vhich is frequently found in \vriters of 
the san1C School. lIe says that the controversy \vas 
settlcd only \vhcn <<.1. General Synod had pronounced 
its final sentence. He mcans to imply that Papal 
definitions, though they had some authority in the 
Church, \vere yet unable to settle any controversy of 
faith, because they \\ ere not regarded as infallible; but 
.vhen a Gencral Synod had judged, and its Dccree had 
been sanctioned by the Pope, all ,vas thcn settled, 
because that Dccree \\"as regarded as an infallible 
utterance. 3 :i7 But this vic\v is a mistake, as ,,,ill be 
clearly sho\\'n in the follo\ving sections. For the 
monlcnl \\'C ,viII be content with 1\vo remarks. First, 
\VC have seen that, long before the Council of Nicæa, 
the doctrine of the HOJJ10ltsios had been held as 
dogmatic, and that the Arian faction \vere regarded 
as heretical. The controvcrsy \\"as then already settled 
for Catholics, especially \vhen all the Bishops signed 
the dognlatical Decree enacted by the Synod of Alex- 
andria. The Arians, like heretics in all ages, did not, 
of course, look upon the controversy as formally 
settlcd, because there is no heresy \vithout an open 
rebellion against the li\'ing authority of the Church, 
Thc Council of Kicæa \vas called as a means to settle 
the controversy ,\'ith thcm, \\"hen the mission of IIosius 
to j\lcxandria had failed to secure the intended effect. 
fhc dccision of the Universal Church collected in 
Synod ,vould have snatched every ,veapon fronl the 
hands of the Arians, dcpriving them of every support 
of authority in the Church, and unlnasking their 
impudent rebellion, The Synod obtained its effect in 
some degrcc, but \\'c cannot say th:tt, after the Council 
of Nicæa, the Arian faction regarded the controversy 
on the nature of the Son of God as finally settled. It 
357 Du CondIe GéllEyaI, l. ii., ch. ii., n. iv., t. j" p. 151 j ch. iii., 
n. ii., p. 166; ch. Ì\'" n. iii,. p. 180; etc. 
L 2 
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continued its obstinate struggle for more than half 
a century, protected by the influence of imperial 
Constantinople; and ,vhen the generous efforts of the 
learned and zealous Doctors of the Church,358 and the 
la,vs of the Catholic En1pcror Theodosius,359 had de- 
prived the sect of its vitality in the civiliscd ,vorld, it 
continued to linger on among the barbarian Goths, 
Vandals, and Longobards, before its final disappearance. 
It is true that the standard of the Catholics, in their 
glorious struggle, "
as ahvays the Decree and the 
Symbol of Nicæa; and this proves that a General 
Synod is a most effectual n1eans to check and destroy 
heresy, but it does not prove that such an assembly is 
the exclusive Ineans to settle any controversy of faith 
,vhich may have arisen an10ng Catholics. 
Before leaving the age of the Arian controversy \VC 
11lust consider ,vhat is called the case or the fall of 
Pope Liberius, ,vhich has constantly been employed 
as a \veapon against Papal Infallibility. The older 
Gallicans did not c111ploy this \veapon, because they 
\vere clear-sighted enough to understand that even if 
Liberius had signed any of the three formulas of 
Sirn1Ìum, his conduct ,vould not the least effect the 
real question at issue. The reason of this is given 
by Bossuet himself, ,\"ho, speaking of the fall of Pope 
l..iberius, says that" ce fut par une violence manifeste, 
ct tout acte qui est extorqué par Ie force ouverte 
cst nul de droit et réclame contre lui."3GO Other 
\vriters, including Professo"s of the Sorbonne, assert 


3:>8 The principal chau1pions of the Faith in this sttugglc, were 
St. Basil, St. Gregory of Nazianzmn, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. J. 
Chrysost01ll, and St. Ambrose. 
359 Codex Tlteodosia 1Z liS, 1. xvi., tit. i., 1. ii. (Edit. Gothofredi, 
t. yi., p. 5. Lipsiæ). 
360 Ins/rllct. ii. sur l'Eglisc, n. 105 (Op., t. v., p. 456. Paris, 
86 3). 
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that the fall of Libcriu'1 \\'as only personal, and that 
it has nothing to do \vilh Papal definitions ex cathcdrtÏ. 361 
But more recent French \vriters have not imitated the 
\visdom of thei r predecessors, and Cardinal de la 
Luzerne, in his attell1pted refutation of Orsi's \vork 
against Bossuet, endeavours to represent Pope Liberius' 
signature as a definition ex catll{'{lrtl. 3ü2 ..tA..nd last year 
\ve have had )1 r. Renouf Inaintaining that there is 
"very positive evidence that the Pope official()' sub- 
scribed a heterodox creed."3ti3 l\lgr. l\Iaret does not 
seenI to go the \\'hole \\'ay ,,'ith Cardinal de la 
Luzerne. But he asserts \\'hat he calls "l'hérésic 
privée " of Liberius, and he renIarks that "il n'cst pas 
nié mêlne par ceux qui ne veulent pas reconnaîtrc dans 
les lcttres de ce Pontife un jugeIl1ent solenneI.:)(ì-i l\igr. 

laret confounds two different things. It is true that 
for centuries l11any Catholic \\Titers adn1Ïtted that Pope 
Liberius had signed either the first or the third formula 
of SirmiunI. \vhile Blondcl, \\"ith the Protestants and 
some J ansenists in Francc, ll1aintained that he had put 
his hand to the second, \\'hich \\"as truly hereticaI. 3ü .-. 
But, if \\"e Blake exception of Cardinal de la Luzernc, 
and of sonIC othcr blind lovers of the "loathsoll1C 


361 See, for instancc, Tourncly, I)l' .E.'ccksil1, L '-.. art. iii.. 1. ii.. 
p. 186. Parisiis, 1739. .. Si quis crgo in co (Liberio) error fllerit, 
crit personalis. non Pontificis auctoritatc et ex cathcdra definitus." 
362 Dtfclaraliol/ dt-' l'Assc11lblå' dll Clcrgl de France, pt. iii,. 
ch. vi., n. ix., p. 18,t., scq. Paris. 1843. 
3&3 Tilt" (òlldelllllalioll of Poþe Hm/Orills, p. ..p. 

6
 flu COllcik Cà/t!ral, l. iv., ch. Y., p. ï9. 
.>6" n . ( 1 ... G , .,. ) 
aronms ....11.357, n. 39, scq,. t.1I1., P.59. encl., 1707. 
Tillcmont (Jft'lJloirt'J', t. vi.. pt. ii, art. hix, p. 305). and N atalis 
Alexander (Sæc. i,'., diss. xxxii., t. i,'., p. 368. seq. Paris., 1699\ 
&c., think that Libcrius signcd thc first formula of Sirnlimn; but 
Pagi (Crit. Ùl Baronii In1lales 111l. 357. n. I:!, t. j" P.489. Ant- 
uerpiæ), Valois (A1lJl. Ild So::om., l. i\'., cap. xv., p. 125), '\Jarchetti 
(Crilica dell' _lb, FÜII1J', 1. ii., cap. iii., a. ii., n. 88, p. 15 I, seq. 
Venezia. 1787). &c.. hc1ic,'c that he signed the third. 
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carcase of Gallicanism," all Catholics \vho believe that 
Liberius signed anyone of the formulæ of Sirmium, 
excuse him frorll all heresy, \vhile they admit an act 
of \veakness induced by the open violence and cruelty 
of the Arian faction. 366 Hence they have not belicved 
that his çase could create any difficulty against Papal 
Infallibility. 
Nevertheless, since the beginning of the last century 
an attempt has been made to defend Pope Liberius 
from the accusation of having signed any Sirmian 
formula \vhatever. Dr, Corgne "Tote a dissertation on 
the subject, \vhich \vas praised and highly valued by 
Dr. Thierry, a Professor of the Sorbonneyü7 CardinaJ 
Orsi,3GS Zaccaria,36D and others, foIlo\ving in the footsteps 
of Corgne, strenuously defended the calumniated Pontiff. 
But among all the apologists of the Pope the first 
place is due to the Bollandist Stilting. This learned 
\vriter, in his famous C01J1111Clltarius critico-historiclts on 
Pope Liberius, has exhausted the subject, and opened 
the \vay for those \vho come after hin1 to vindicate the 
Pope from the calun1nies of his enemies. 3ïo 
evertheless, 
for the lapse of n10re than half a century his great 
\vork remained nearly unkno,,'n, even to those \\Tho \vere 
engaged in the endeavour to screen the character and 
the ministry of Pope Liberius ;3;I and it is only recently 
that \vriters have been found \\'ho, cmploying the argu- 


36G See, for instance, Baronius, 1. c., nn. 46, 47, p. 598, seq. 
367 See his words in 1\1 uzzarelli, De A lIctoritale R01Jl. P01ztijicis, 
Appendix altera, t. i., p. 194. 
368 Orsi, Storia univcrsale della Chiesa, 1. xÌ\'., n. Ixxi., seq., 
t. vi., p. 156, seq. Roma. 
369 Zaccaria, De C01Jl1JZcntitio Libcrii laþsu. In t. i. Diss., 
diss. vii., p. 282, seq. Fulginiæ, 1781. 
370 In Acta SS., t. vi., Sept., p. 572, seq. 
371 M uzzarelli, 1\1 archctti, and Cardinal Litta, although they 
defended Liberius, did not go so far as to deny absolutely the fall 
attributed to him. 
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tnents and materials brought forward by Stilting, and 
thoroughly exarnining every point, havc solidly estab- 
lished the perfect innocence of the Pontiff.3i2 Of course 
,vc still find \vriters ,\ ho speak of the" terrible and uttcr 
fall of Liberius," as if the fact \vas adnlÏtted on all 
hands; and \vith Anglicans \\'ho openly profess that 
they ignore all Catholic \vorks, this is not surprising, 
Only hvo years ago an excellent dissertation on the 
fall of Liberius appeared in the RC'i.'IIl' des Questio1ls 
Hz"storiqucs. If :\Igr, :\Iaret had read this essay, he 
,vould not ha\'c \\Titten on the subjcct in a tone ,\'hich 

ecms to imply a total ignorancc of all that is advanced 
in dcfence of thc accused Pope. \V C J11aintain distinctly 
that the alleged fall of Liberius is a 111crc cahllnny of 
the Arians, invented by thenl, and spread \ridely, as a 

upport to their cause. l.et us revie,,' bricf1y the facts 
that preceded the suppo
ed fall. 
In the years \\"hich follo\\-ed the Council of .Nicæa, 
St. Athanasius, the forenlost alnong the Doctors \vho 
upheld the consubstantiality of the Divine \V ord, 
becaInc the object of bitter persecution; and his cause 
,\-as so closely identified in Incn's Blinds \"ith the caUSl 
üf the Catholic faith, that to abandon the great 
Patriarch of Alexandria \'laS held equivalent to aban- 
doning thc faith of Nicæa; \vhile to stand by .L'\.thanasius 
was to be the chan1 pion of orthodoxy. Th us Pope 
Julius I. nlay be said to have given solidity to the great 
\"ork achievcd at X ic
ca by the Incasures \vhich he took 
at Sardica in defence of St. ....\thanasius. But on the 
death of the l
mpcror Constantine, and the accession of 
his son Constantius, the Arian party again gathered 


372 In our age, the progress in historical and critical studies has 
heen such that, generally speaking, all Catholic writers defend 
Pope Liberius and deny his fall. Nor has this vic\\' bcen taken 
only by Italians or Gennans, but also by French writers, as Abbé. 
Rohrbacher, Darras, Constant, &c. 
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courage anù gave fresh annoyance to the Catholic:,. 
Constantius froIn the '"ery beginning of his reign sho,\"cd 
something of his tenùencies, by the patronage ,,"hich he 
extended to the sCIl1i-Arians; but tht; influence of his 
brother Constantinc, ,dlo rulcd the '\Tstern portion of 
the Erupirc, for a ,,,hile hindered hinl fronl going as far 
a
 he ,,"ould havc ,,-ished, and saycd the Catholics of 
the }
ast fronl 111uch persccution. Rut on the death of 
Constantine, Constalltius rCIllained sole Inaster of the. 
,,,holc ]
nlpire; thc Arian faction at once became.: 
predoll1inant, and it::; leaders felt confident that their 
trilUl1ph \\"as securc. 1'hey set vigorously to "rork ,,,ith 
their old ""capons of calunulY to cOlnpas
 the ruin of 
the grcat Athanasius; and thcy succeeded so far in' 
working upon thc nlind of Constantine, that the ruin 
of thc Catholic chalnpion ,,-as resoh'cd upon in the 
in1perial counci1. In the ycar 353 a Synod of Bishops 
\vas asselublcd at Arlcs, and the iluperial ,,-ill ""as 
signified that Athanasius should be condenlncd, The. 
tyrant ,,-as not disappointed, One J
ishop alonc in tht;" 
ÄsseIl1bly had the courage to refuse concurrence in a 
sentence ,\-hich all fclt to be unjust. l
his \\'as Paulinus 
of Aries; his constancy ,,-as punish
d by banislunent. 
and he died in exile.:
'j;; It ""as not ,\'ithout the dcepest 
grief that Popc Liberius, ,rho had recently succeeded tc J' 
Julius, recci,"cd the nc\\'s of the decision come to at 
ArIes. At his rcquest the Enlperor granted that the 
affair should bc in,-estigatcd ane\" by a fresh Council. 
and l\lilan ,\'as appointed for the place of 111ceting.- 
But no shado". of frccdon1 \\'as left to this Assen1bly. 
Constantius hinlself laid before the Bishops the sentencc' 
\vhich thcy ,\-ere required to sign: and thrcats of exile 
and dcath ,\-ere held out against all ,,,ho should contu-- 
3ï3 St. Athanasius, Hi.\,t, A ritlllOr/t1/l ad JfUllllCho.f, TI. 3 I (Op,. 
t. i., p. 286). See :\1 oehler. "lthalltlsc Lc GraJld, t, iii.. 1. v.. p. Ó. 
Paris, 1840. 
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nlaciously rcfuse conlpliancc ,vith thcir tnaster's ,vill. 
Capital sentence \\raS in fact pronounced against Lucifer 
of Cagliari, Euscbius of \T erceIIi, and sonIC other heroic 
defenders of Athanasius; and although their lives ""crc 
spared, they \verc sent into banishmcnt. 3i4 
Tjberius cannot havc been ignorant that a like fate 
\\"as a\\'aiting hitl1self; but hc "'as no "'ay intin1Îdated. 
I-Ie "Tote a Lettcr full of paternal lovc and Apostolic 
courage to the Confessors ,,'ho had suffered exile for the 
cause of the faith and of Athanasius ;3;5 but the threat
 
of Constantius, and thc rich presents of the eunuch 
Eusebius, dre"p frol11 hinI nothing but expressions of 
contempt and of steadfast resistance. 3iG Carried before 
the Empcror. he spoke to hinI ,,"ith such courage and 
firnIncss in fa\-our of r\thanasius and of the Kicæan 
faith as to extort adluiration even fronl his enemies. 8 ., 
Theodoret has preserved for us his admirable addres
 
to Constantius. ,,"hich is' an excellent cxanlplc of that 
firm and dignificd tone \\'hich thc Vicar of Christ should 
ah\"ays hold "'hen dealing ,vith po,,-erful oppressors of 
the Church,
i8 Xe\"crtheless, the Pontiff ,vas carried 
into exile to Beroca in Thrace, on account of his firnl 
refusal to condemn Athanasius and to comlTIunicatc 
\\"ith the .t'\rian party (355).3;9 


3;-1 St. Athanasius, Op. cit.. 11. 33. p. :287; SozOlnen., II. E., 
I. h"., cap. h.., p. 1130, seq.; Theodoret., H. E., 1. ii., cap. xii., 
p. 10 30, seq. Edit. :\figne. 
3i5 Eþis/ola vi, Paþæ Liberzi (Labbe, t. ii., p. 80 5). 
:;ï6 See St. Athanasius, His!. Ariall.. nn. 35, 36, pp. 288, 28 9. 
The generous words addressed by Pope Liberius to the eunuch 
Eusebius are recorded by St. Athanasius in this place. 
3ii See Theodoret, 1. ii., cap. xiii., p. 1034, seq. 
tr. Renouf's 
ren1ark. that it is probably not n10re authentic than the speeches in 
Lhry (p. 44 of Condo of HOllorills). rests on his personal autàority. 
3upported by no reason whatever. 
3iS St. Athanasius, His!. An.a1l., nn. 39, 40, p. 29<>. 
:Jig Ibid., 1. c. 
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Liberius had been eighteen months in exile, exposed 
to the insolence and cruelty of the Arians, \vhen it 
chanced that Constantius, in April, 357, paid a solemn 
visit to Rome. It \vas then that the people of the city 
loudly demanded that their beloved Pastor Liberius 
should be restored to them; for they refused to recog- 
nise the intrudcr Felix, \vhom the Arians of the 
imperial Court had thrust into the Chair of the exiled 
Pontiff. All the historians of the liIne seem to agree 
in this account, as Socrates,380 Sozonlen,381 Theodoret,38:? 
Sulpicius Severus,3S3 and Ruffinus,384 Socrates expressly 
says that (( Pope Liberius \vas recalled and reinstated in 
his See, for, the people of Rome having raised a 
sedition and expelled Felix froin thcir Church, Con- 
stantius deemed it inexpedient to further provoke the 
popular fury." The reason then, according to Socrates, 
for \vhich Constantius recalled Liberius \vas political. 
Theodoret, \vho is far superior in historical exactness to 
Socrates and Sozonlen, mentions the petition presented 
to the Emperor by the noble ladies of Rome, begging 
Constant ius to recall Liberius; and he remarks that 
they \vcre successful, and that the request \vas granted 
by the Emperor. Sulpicius Severus agrees with the 
narrative of both these historians, for he says that 
Liberius \vas recalled from exile on account of seditions 
in Rome. Ruffinus is doubtful \vhcther the Pope's return 
should be ascribed to the favour of the Roman people, 
or rather to his having surrendered to the will of the 
Emperor, and ::;igned a formula of faith. Sozomen 


380 Socrates, H. E., 1. ii., cap. xxxvii., p. 322, seq. Edit. Mignc. 
381 Sozornen., H. E., 1. iv., cap. xL, p. 1139, seq. Edit. Migne. 
38
 Theodoretus, H. E., 1. ii., cap. xiv., p. 1039, seq. Edit. Migne. 
383 Sulpitius Severus, His!. Sacra., 1. ii., cap. xxxix., p. 15 
(Migne, P P. LL., t. xx.). 
3&1 Ruffinus, His!. Eccl., 1. i., cappo xxii., x}. vii., pp. 495, 49 8 
(Migne, P P. LL., t. xxi.). 



Th Case of POþe Lt"berzus. 


17 f 


alone differs from the others as to the immediate cause 
of the return of Libcrius from exile. He relates that 
when the Roman people loudly demanded Liberius, the 
Emperor replied that he \vould recall hin1 if he would 
consent to be in accord with the Priests of his Court 385 
In conformity \vith this, he ordercd Liberius to come to 
Sirmium, \vhere he urged hin1 to confess that the Son of 
God is not of the same substance \vith the Father. He 
goes on to say that aftenvards a document \vas presented 
to the Pope for signature, in \vhich \vere contained 
the decrees enacted at the Synod of Sirmium against 
Paul of Samosata and Photinus; that, moreover, a for- 
mulary of faith ,vas dra,,-n up at Antioch, fronl \vhich it 
seemed that ct.:rtain pcrsons had, under the pretext of 
the term II consubstantial," attempted to establish a ne\\ 
heresy of thcir o\vn. Sozomen further says that Liberius, 
\vith several African Rishops, signed the docun1ent, but 
that the Arian Bishops, on the other hand, put theiJ 
signature on a formulary of faith dra\vn up by Liberius 
himself, in \vhich excommunication is pronounced 
against all \vho should deny that the Son is like to the 
Father in substance and in all other respects. The 
historian then subjoins the reason \vhy Liberius required 
the adoption of this formulary; because Eudoxius and 
his partisans had circulated a report that Liberius had 
renounced the term consubstantial, and also had 
admitted that the Son is dissitnilar fron1 the Father.:386 
No\v let us suppose for a moment that the narrative 
of Sozomen is true, \vhat \vould follo\v against the faith 
of that U great and holy Pope," as Liberius is termed by 
Theodoret? First, Liberius, unquestionably, \vould not 
have rejected the doctrine, nor t1:e tern1 HOlllOltsios
. 
secondly, he \vould have expressly professed the consub- 
stantiality of the Son of God to His Father, \vhen 
365 Sozomen., If. E., I. iv., cap. xi., p. 1139, seq. Edit. 1vIignc. 
386 TL " {l 
.I1.1t " cap. xv., p. I ISO, seq. 
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professing- that the Divine \'Vord is like to His J-t'ather in 
substance. Finally, the omission of the \vord Hl/JJ10Usios 
in the fornlulary of Antioch, ,,"ould concern mercly the 
particular case, in ,yhich se\
eral persons ,vere repre- 
sented as if they had abused the ,,-ord and attempted 
to give rise to a nc,," heresy. Such an olnission then in 
these circunlstances ,vould not in any "'ay affect the 
decisions of Nicæa. It fo11o\\"s hence that a false colour 
has been put by l..a l..uzerne and his follo\\rcrs upon the 
narrative of Sozonlen. They appeal to his authority. 
but in so doing prove their 0\\"11 ignorance of the circum- 
stances ,,"hich he relatcs. 1\lr. Renouf has "Titten a 
long note on the case of Liberi us, in ,,,hich he nlakes 
a point of setting forth at length the passages fronl 
St Athanasius and St. I-lilary; but hc abstains froln 
quoting the ,,'ords of Sozoluen, and nlerely refers to the 
beginning of the fifteenth chapter of book iv., ,,:here the 
historian says that "Constantius recalled Liberius fron1 
Bcroea and urged hinl in the presence of the deputies of 
the Eastern Bishops . . . to confess that the Son is not 
of the same substance of the Father."387 1\11'. H,enouf 
rcnders the original ,,'ords by forced hÙl! ;3öS and thU5 
conveys the idea that Sozonlen necessarily spoke of a 
fait acco1llpli, that Liberius, in fact, confessed that "th(> 
Son is not of the sanlC substance as the Father; ,. 
,\
hereas that sense is more fairly conveyed by the 
translation \vhich ,,-e have foIlo,,"cd, urgEd or þressed 
hinl. Even admitting the narrative of Sozonlcll, Pope 
:;/'; Fron1 a new translation frOtn the Greek, published in 
London, 1848, p. 166. See Renouf, The Condemnation of Poþe 
}[oJlorius, p. 42. 
388 This remark had already been Inade by the writer of an 
"article on the "Case of Liberius" in the Dublin Review, J ul} . 
October, 1868, P.446. '''alesius translated the words by "cæpit 
cOInpe11 ere.:' The Greek words 
ßJ(l
s':"o aù':"ò", do not need luore ; 
and "the imperfect," as is remarked in the abo\"e-mentioned 
article, "would natura11y suggest that the action was incomplete." . 
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l..ib
rius did not subscribe a heterodox creed, as is 
asserted by the Cardinal de la l..uzerne and :VIr. 
l{enou[; far less, as \ve \vill pro\"e JTIore fully hereafter, 
did he adopt the seco1ld Sirmian fornlula. This second 
fornlula is openly _ \rian, and is thus clearly different 
fronl that oí \\-"hich Sozomen speaks; and for the same 
reason the \\'ords of 51. Athanasius in the .i\rian 
lIistory,=
o assuming thenl to be authentic, cannot refer 
to the second formula. No confidence can be placed in 
the assertion of Philostorgius, \vhen he says that Liberius 
and fIosius ,vrote against the term consubstantial and 

lgainsl Athanasius ;3!JO for he \\'as himself an Arian, and 
nlorcover is notoriously one of the least exact among 
the historians of his age: and in this very passage he 
has fallen into error, for he places the translation of 
Eudoxius to the see of Antioch at a period subsequent 
to the alleged fall of Liberius and the restoration of the 
Pontiff to l{ome. As to the Sixth Fragnlent attributed 
to St. 1-1 ilary, proof \vill shortly be given that it is 
altogether spurious, The passage then of SozonIen 
furnishes no proof that Liberius signed any heretical 
fonnula; indeed the text before us itself affords an 
argument that the I>ope did not reject the ,vord 
}fOJJlOllJ"ios,. especially if '\-"C keep in vie\v the doctrine 
\\"hich that \\-ord implies. This can be ShO\VI1 as follo\vs. 
Sozonlen expressly says that U rsacius, Germanius, and 
the other Eastern Bishops, approved of a confession of 
faith dra\vn up by Liberius, in \\'hich he declared that 
those \\"ho affirnl that the Son is nut like unto the 
Father in 
ubstance 
lnd in (.lll other respects, arL 
cxcomnlunicatc ;391 and he goc:-; on to give the reason 
:\1,9 Hist. AriallOrU11l, n. 41 (Gp., t. i.. p. 7..t-:2). 
:;00 Hist. i::ccl. Epitome, l. iv., n. 3, p. 493. Edit. V.llcsii. 
:m The fornulla, xaT o
ðla.. ,,(/.J xa,:,ù ......á
':'a ;;,'J.OIO'J 
W IIa'1"pì 
ET"a, 
òv t ;0',1, is Catholic, as St. Hilary himself believed. SCt" 
I.i/!. dt. S..-"Ilodis, n. 76. p. 530. Edit. 
lignc. 
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\vh)" the Pope dre\v up that fornlula. It is that 
h Eudoxius and his partisans at Antioch, \vho favoured 
the heresy of Aëtius, circulated a report that Liberius 
had renounced the ternl consubstantial, and had ad- 
Initted that the Son is dissimilar fronl the Father." 
This means that the intention of Liberius in requiring 
the signature of the Arians to the fornlula ,vhich he 
laid before then1, ,vas to disprove and rebut the charge 
against his orthodoxy md-de by the report ,vhich \vas in 
circulation. 
We ,vill no\v proceed to sho\\. that Liberius did not 
really sign anyone of the Sirmian formulæ. There 
"\vere three formulæ of faith dra\vn up at different 
times at Sirmium. The first ,vas composed in the 
Synod held in that to\\'n in 35 I, "Then Photinus \vas 
conden1ned and deposed on account of his denial of 

he eternal generation of the Divine \\' ord. The formula 
adopted on that occasion, and signed by Arians and 
Catholics alike, is perfectly orthodox. 392 For this \ve 
have the testimony of St. Hilary himself.393 But the 
,:;amc cannot be said of the sccond. 3v .J: This second 
formula ,,,as dra\vn up by the Arians, just after the 
Synod of Sirmium, in 35 I, and is unquestionably hete- 
rodox. But the Enlperor, \vho favoured the sen1i-Arian 
party n10re than the ..A.rians, ordered it to be suppressed, 
and that all copies should be sought for and destroyed; 
he even threatened ,vith punishnlent any \vho should 
be convicted of concealing the docun1ent. 3D .> A third 
formula \vas cOlnposed at Ancyra against the heresy 
of Aëtius, usually denof'linated the Anomean, \vhich 


392 See it in Socrates, 1. ii., cap. xxix., p. 124; and in St. Hilary, 
D
 S)'7IOdis, D. 38, seq., p. 509, scq. 
393 De SYllodis, 1. c. 
394 See this fannula in Socrates, l. ii., cap. xxx., p. 127, seq. ; 

t. Hilary, De SY71,odis, n. I I, seq., p. 487, seq. 
395 Socrates, 1. c., p. 129; Soz01uenus, l. iv.. cap. vi., p. 136. 
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through the influence of Euscbius had become predomi- 
nant in the Patriarchate of Antioch. That sect follo\ved 
an extreme fonn of Arianism, absolutely denying any 
likeness ,vhatevcr of the Divine Word to the Father, 
and rene\ving in its \vorst features the \vhole heresy 
of Arius. 39G Basil, the semi-Arian Bishop of Ancyra, 
\vas enabled to assemble a Synod,3G7 in \vhich the 
..{\nonlean heresy ,,'as condemned, and a ne\v formula 
of faith conlposed, ,,"here profession \vas Inade that 
the vVord \vas God of God, like to the Father Who 
begat IIim, according to the Scriptures, and in all 
things like the Father.
s This formula \vas brought to 
Sirmium, and \\'as approved by an Assembly of Bishops, 
\vith the sanction of the EInpcror Constantius, \vho 
\,"rote to the Church of Antioch a strongly-\vorded letter 
against Eudoxius and in favour of the doctrine con- 
tained in the ne\v fornlula of faith. 399 This formula 
could not fairly be condenuled as heterodox, for St. 
\thanasius himself justified it in his \vork De SYllodis. 400 
Xo\vof these three formulæ of faith, it is evident that 
Pope I...iberius could not have signed the first, because 
it \vas dra\\'ll up in the Synod of 35 I, \vhen he \vas not 
Pope, and n10reover it concerned the particular errors of 
Photinus, and had very little connection ,,-ith the general 
position of the semi-Arians. It is not found mentioned 
in 357 by the Arian party as a standard of their belief; 
nor had it been rejected by their adversaries, for it ,vas 
regarded as a Catholic fonnulary. That formula, indeed, 
could not satisfy the Arians, nor fulfil the designs of 
Constantius. \Ve n1ust then, for all these reasons put 


:;90 Peta\ ius, De TrÍ1zilate, l. i" cap. X., n. ii. 
397 S 1 . .... 
ozomenus, . IV., cappo X1l1., XIV., p. )4-7, seq. 
398 See this formula in St. Athanasius, De SYllodis, ll. 8 (Op., 
t. ii., p. 576, seq,); Socrates, 1. ii., cap. xxxvii., p. 136, seq. 
399C' I ' . 8 
vozomenus, ,IV., cap. XIV., p, 14 , seq. 
400 Dc: SYllodis, n. 41 (Op., t. ii" p, 7 6 5). 
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toO"cthcr absolutel y den y that Libcrius si(Tncd the first 
b , b 
fornulla of Sirmiunl. As to the 
 \rian creed \vhich is 
tern1ed the second of Sirn1iuIl1, Blondel, \vith other 
l)rotestants, and 1\11'. Renouf, undertake the task of 
proving that it ,,-as signed by Liberius. 13ut this opinion 
is nothing short of a paradox. Supposing Liberius to 
have signed this second fornll\la, an opcn contradiction 
\vould exist bet\veen the passage of Sozomcn upon the 
subject and 'the t\VO fragments of St. Hilary relating 
to the same Inatter. N or is it credible that Constantius 
would have required the signature of Liberius to a 
formula \vhich that Emperor had d.lready condelnncd, 
and all copies of \vhich he had ordered to be destroyed, 
denouncing the severest punishments against all \vho 
should retain copies in thcir posscssion. \Ve are 
confident that no ans\ver can be given to these diffi- 
culties by those \"ho still advocate this strange opinion. 
It remains to demonstrate that Liberius did not 
sign even the third fornlula of Sinniunl. 1-4'irst, \ve 
remark that those ,,-ho maintain the affirnlative are 
obliged to defend their assertion upon the authority 
of Sozolnen alone, against the testitl10ny of all those 
\vriters of the fourth and fifth centuries \vho nlention 
the fall of Liberius, and against the tenour of the 

upposed Letters of Libcrius himself. St. Athanasius 
alone is to be excepted; and he speaks in a general 
and indefinite t11anner, saying that Liberius ,vas induced 
to subscribe. 4 !n For, as \ve proved abovc, Sozomen 
not only does not afford the slightest ground for the 
belief that Liberius condelüncd St. Athanasius, but this 
historian plainly infornls us that the Pope signed a 
formula ,vhich contained nothing against the faith of 
Nicæa; and, moreover, according to the san1e narrative, 
he ordered his adversaries themselves to sign another 
formula, calculated to silence the report spread by the 
4(\1 z..r I- 1 . (0 . , ) 
.n /St.. nallortt1tl, n. 41 p., t. II., p. 291 . 
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 \rians, that he had rejected the tenn .flolJliiollsios. 
,vith the dogola \\'hich it ilnplied. On the contrary, 
S1. I filary and Philostorgius assert that Liberius COll- 
demned St. Athanasius; to
 again, St. flilary, 51. J eronle, 
and the :\Iartyrology of 1 \do, say that he consented to 
the l\rian perfidy and pravity;4W and on this account 
St. I-lilary anathenlatises hinl o\"er and o\'er ag-ain,40-l 
'[he supposed Letters of J...iberius adduced by 5t. 
[Iilary confinn the point in question,40j The as
ertion 
then that the third Sinnian formula ,,-as signed by 
Pope Liberius rests only OJl the authority of SOZ0I11en. 
But the authority of the Greek historian is not sufficient 
to dCJllonstratc the fall of l..iberius. For it is certain 
that the third Siro1ian fonnula ,,-as not definith-ely 
fralned and sanctioned at Sinlliull1 before the 23rd of 

la:r, 359; since it ,,-as put forth in the consulate of 
Fla\-ius l
usebil1s and IIypatius, as 51. Athanasius and 
Socrates infurnl US.40i
 XO\\' Popc Liberius had returned 
to H..olne in the courSè of the previous year, 358, for 
his exile did not last beyond t\VO years,40
 He ,,-as 
therefore at H..onle before the third formula of faith 
had been brought fronl Ancyra to Sirnliul1l, and 
cxalnincd and sanctioned by the assen1bled Fathers. 
IU
 S. H ilarius. Fragn1. ,i,. 11. 8 (l\ligne, t. ii" p. 693), He 
irnplic.;; this b
 the insertion of the spurious Letters, })llilostorgius, 
I. c. 
40:; S. Hilarius, Fragm, ,i.. 11, ï (:\ligne, Op" t. ii., p. 69:!) ; 
S, Hierol1,. D,' riri.\' II/Its/rib It.\', cap. 97 (Op., t. ii., P.931. Edit. 
\.alIarsii); in Chrollico flll. 35:! (Up,. t. viii" p. 797); Ado, LJfar!.J'- 
rolo..!.{Ùu/Z, & \ug. I-t-. 
-IU& St. Hilary. I. c" pp. 69 I, 69-t-. 
tlX> Fragm. i,-.. p. 678. seq,: Fragm. "i., n. 5, p. 688. scq. ; n. 8, 
p. 693, scq.; n. 10. p. 695. 
400 St. .\thanasius, f)t' 
\'J'J/{1dis, n. 8 (Op., t. ii., p. 576); Socrates, 
I. ii., cap. xxx\-ii., p. 306 (Edit. 
Iigne). 
-to; Baronius. Pagi, and TiIlcmont were of this opinion. Stilting 
confirmed it with new argU111ents. See /1 ct. SS., t. vi" Sept. 23 ; 
/)e ...'ialldo I ibt'rio. ::)e
. \ iii,. p. 59.J, scq, 

1 
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Consequcntly, Sozonlcn ""as deceived ,vhen he asserted 
that Popc Liberius signcd at Sinniull1 a fonnula of 
faith ,,'ritten by thc Arian party, 
Again, if Liberius had Inadc thc required concession, 
ho,v could it happen that the H..0111an people, the firnl 
adherents of the faith of Kica.
a., receivcd hinl ,vith so 
l11uch enthusiaslll? The return of Liberius ,,'ore the 
appearance of a trill111phal procession, as \\FC learn froln 
St. J cronIC, as ,,'cll as fro111 Faustinus and l\larcellinus, 
or thc anonymous author of the Preface attributed to 
thcnI. 40S ::\Ioreover, historians such as Theodoret and 
Cassiodorus spoke of hinI on his return froln exilc as 
of a great, an adnlirable, and a holy Inan, as of a 
glorious chalnpion of the truth, and ,,'orthy of all 
praise. 409 It is incredible that a Pastor ,,'ho had been 
guilty at least of ,,-eaknes:-; should have deserved so 
glorious an cncol11iun1, espccially fro 111 the pen of a 
Greek "Titer. But thcre is nluch lllore than this, The 
Council of Rilnini ,\'as assclnblcd in 359, for thc very 
purpose of inducing- the \ \T estern Bishops to subscribe 
the third fornlula of Sinlliunl, in ,,,hich the ,,'ord 
HOllli/ollsÎos ,,'as suppressed: the Oriental Bishops ,,,ere 
to Incet for the sanlC purposc at Selcucia of Isauria. 410 
Valens, Ursacius, and Gern1anius, the leaùcrs of the 
semi-Arian party, ,,-ere comnlissioncd to nlake every 
effort to procure the acceptance of the fornlula by the 
four hundred and forty Bishops assclnbled together at 
H..imini. No,\", if Pope Liberius had already assented 


40
 Libel/lis PreCIlIl; ad IJJlperaton:s. Pra
fatio, 11. i. (:\ligne, JY P. 
LL.. t. Àiii., p. 81); S. Hieronymus. [/troll. ill!. 35:2 (Op" t. viii., 
p. 797). 
4(19 ' Th d 1 .. . (0 -.' ) C . 
. eo orct, . II., cap. Xl\". p.. t. Ill.. p. IO..t.o, scq.; asslO- 
dorus, f-fiJ,t. Triþart., 1. \'" cap. :\xiii. (up" t. i., p. 245. Edit. 
\T enetiis, 17 2 9). 
410 S I .. .. (Ed . '1\ 1 ' ) 
. oerates, . n., cap. xxx\'u., p. 30:2, scq. . It. H 19ne ; 
SozOlnen, 1. iv., cap. xvi., p. 1160. scq. U-=dit. }lignc); Thcodoret, 
1. ii., cap. x\"., p. 10....:2. scq. (Edit. 
lignc). 
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to thi
 fùnnula. ,,'hy \va
 h<.: not sum1110ncd to attcnd 
the Council? anù \\ hy \\'L1S not his conscnt quoted thcre 
,is affording a po\\-erf111 arglunent to seduce the Catholic 
Bishops. '.dl0 \\'cre steady in rejecting the :-;C111i-./\.rian 
for111ula? On the first opening of the Synod they 
cOlldclllllCJ the proposeù fonnulary, and even pro- 
nounccd a 
cnt
nce of exconlnlunication against its 

upportcrs. \ Yhy then did not the lattcr shelter thcnl- 
sel\-cs undcr the cxanlple of Pope I...iberius? ,,-hy \"as 
all nlcntion of his fall 0111ittecl fronl the synodical 
lcttcr addressed to thc 1
111pcror Constantius? \ Yhy 
did no Catholic Bishop raisc his voice to protest against 
an act ,,'hich rendcred Liberius at least suspected of 
hercsy, especially 
eeing that ,\ e have no trace of any 
act perfonncd or e,'cn cOi1tclllplated by the Pope in 
rcparation of thc scandal ,,'hich he had given? .c\nd 
,,"hy ,,'as not the Papal act 1l1entioned ,,-hen the Catholic 
Bishops, \\"caried out at lcngth by the cruel vexations of 
the ]
nlperor and the .. \rian leaders, at length yielded, 
and with inexcusable ,,-eakncss adopted thc identical 
crecd ,,'hich at the bcginning of the Council they had 
.lnathclnatised? If Pope Libcrius had givcn to that 
vcry fonnula the sanction of his signature. U rsacius and 
yalcus ,,"ould ha \'e found in the circul1Istance a nIost 
scrviceable argu111ent to overC0111e the scruples of thc 
Catholic Prelates. Y' et absolute silcnce \\'as observed 
\\ ith regard not only to thc fall itsclf, but also to thc 
Letters, ,dIich. if genuinc, 111ust have becn notorious at 
the tinIc, and ,vhich ,,'crc llC\'Cr retractcd by any public 
documcnt of \\-hich the sJnallcst trace has becn prcscrved 
in history. 'There is still 1110rc, 1'he Bishops of H..iolini 
who had bccn allurcd into error. t)r decci\"cd. inllnc- 
ùiatc1y aftcr the Synod took the right \"ic\\" of the 
Jnatter, repenting of their faJI. and appJying to the Pope 
for reconciliation. On this occa
ion Libcrius displayed 
g-reat I.cal for the faith \\ hich had apparently bcen 
:\f 2 
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hetrayed by the act of l{il11ini ; he Inacle c\"cry effort to 
i!llpcde, if possiblc, the injurious results of this false 
step of the ]
ishops ; 411 he received the penitent 
I )relates, but he took carc to in1pose on then1 tenns 
and condition
 of rcconciliation.-u
 Ke\"crtheless, \'."hile 
doing this, he Inade no n1ention either of his o\\-n fall, 
supposed to hayc takcn place in the preceding year, or 
(If any retractation by hilllself. l"\nd still he is callcd by 
St. Basil tllC JI/OSt bll'ss{'d J]ish{Jp,.n

 and by Cassiodorus 
i 
 spoken of as JI/(Jst IIOI.J',. 414 he is one of the Popes 
\\"hOn1 the Church yeneratcs on the altar. Ho,,' is it 
po
sible that a holy Pontif1
 ,,-hile inflicting punishment 
on penitent Bishops, \\"ho had becn forced by fear and 
deception to appro\"c a fonnula. liable to suspicion of 
heresy, neglects to giyc the least proof of his 0\\11 
repentance and pcnancc, \\"hcn he had been guilty of 
the sanlC fault? It is unaccouutable, l\'Ioreo\'cr, just 


fter the Council of H..ill1ini, a Synod n1et at .f\lcxalldria 
(362), ,,"hich "'as sllIl1n10ned by St. Athanasius and 
sanctioned by Pope Liberius, 11,., It ""as attendcd by 
St. Eusebius of \.,.. ercelli, a Bishop, \\'110 n1ust ha\T been 
\\'ell acquainted with occurrences in Italy, :Lnd especially 
"ith all that regarded the Popc, No,," the... \cts of the 
Council, by order of the t""'athers, \\'erc sent to H..0111C to 
Pope Liberius, frol11 \\"hOl11 thc Decree of faith against 
the ..I. \rians ""as to. rccci\"e confinnation. Kay, I
usebius 
hilnself \\'as appointed to go to I{ollle, and to pre:-;ent 
hil11self to the Pope \\-ith the Decree enacted at 


-n 1 S L' h " " 1 " b "" I > , h ( T bb ' " '-' J . h . t 
ee _D.1'lsl. XI. 
l tTIl {!.1'ú? 
a c. t. 11.. p, 009 I; :"rlJ. 
,iii. (Labbe, 1. e,. p. SII. seq.). 
412 EþÙt. Libo-jj ad l:þis[. .J.llac.-a!t.JJI ia /lOS. [11 SOCl-ate, 1. i\"., 
cap. xii.. p. 491, scq. 
413 S. Basilius, É-jJist. ::!63. n. 3 (Op., t. i\., p. 406. Edit. 
Iaurin). 
411 Cassiodorus, Hisl. Triþ., 1. e. 
.\1;; Cone. Alexandrinum (Penes Labbe, t. ii., p. 937, scq.); et 
in Cone. Nic..cn. ii.) Act. i. (Labbe, t. \-iii.
 p. 715, scqJ. 
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_ \Icxandria. J ..iberius not only received hin1 \\'ith 

xtraordinary joy, but he sanctioned the Decree of faith, 
accepted the profession 111ade by 1':usebius, and spokc 
in thc highest tenns of his firn111ess and 
enerosity in 
supporting the Xicene belie(41G Facts of this kind are 
llnintel1irrible if \\-e believe in the faU of Liberius. 

 
Xeither the passages of St. .. \thanasius, St. Hilary, 
St. J eron1C, and others, nor the fall10llS L,etters of 
L.iberius concerning- his faU, \\'i1l be insunnountable 
JifficuIties against this our assertion. They hayc already 
been eXplained 3\Vay by Stilting, Zaccaria, and l11an)" 
others, and recently by the learned IJul11ont. \ V e ,viI] 
refer our readers to these authors; and thereforc can 
afford to be brief in this part of our apology for thc 
great Pontiff. 
Two pas
Llges of St. ...\thanasius are quoted to 
disproyc the innocence of Popc I..ibcrius. The first is 
taken fron1 his ..l \ pology against the... \rians. "Liberius," 
he says, .. did not endure to the end the sufferings 
of banishn1cnt. but yet stood out t".o years in exile.".n, 
'[he other is found in his I Iistory of the .r\rians: 
" Liberius, after he had been in banishlllcnt t,\-O years, 
gave \\'ay, and frol11 fear of threatened death, sub- 

cribed" (35ï).,ns :No". the first of the t,\'O passagcs, 

vcn if it in1plics the fall of L.ibcrius, ,,'hich n1eaning 
is doubtful. cannot be of the pen of St. ... \thanasius. 


UG .. Romam \cniens (Euscbius Yercellcnsis) Libcriml1 Papam 
..ldiit quem summo gaudio Liberius c
cipiens. collcgal11 illis sc fore 
congratulabatur; ostcnditque ei beatus Eusebius fidei decrctum, 
"IlIod ipse ct 
\thanasius ,"ir gloriosus 
\lcxandri.c pcregcrunt cmu 
cætcris Oricnt.llibus Episcopis. utilll1C ab ipso cOJl1probandml1" 
(Sec Vila S. J:.:/tst'bii 1 t..'r"-l'llnuis. In U ghclli, Jla/ill Sacra, t. iv.. 
p. 7;9. \rcnctii
. 1719'. 
4li St. ..\th;tnasius. Aþt1lr

itl coulnl _1 ritllw'f' J1. 89 (Up.. t. i.. 
p. 161). 
418 S. \th . II ' I . (0 ' \ 
. '-. - anaslUS. uf.. rltUleJJ"tl11: . 11. .p p.. t. 1.. p. ::!91 . 
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Stilting 41H and Zaccaria 4
f) ha\T already pro\-ed that the 
Apology again:-;t the Arian
 ,,-as ,,-rittcn by St. Atha- 
nasi us beforc the supposed fall of the Popc. and 
thercfore the passage in question cannot bc attributed to 
hin1. 'TilleI110nt. 4 :!1 and in our o"'n titHe } Iefele,-l

 haye 
replied to this that St. Athanasiu:-; 111adc additions and 
corrections in his Apolog-y at a latcr date, and then 
sent it to Scrapion. a ]
ishop of the 1
hebais. But it is. 
ilnpossible that the \yord:-; ,,'hich \\"e have quoted should 
have been inscrted on this occasion. For, had the author 
hit11sclf 111ac1e this addition \\'hen rcyising his ,,'ork. hL 
\vould at the san1C tilnc ha\'c suppressed the pa
sagL' 
\vhich follo\\-s soon after, \\-here he points out the hcroic 
cxaIl1ples of Libèrius and H osius, \\'ho teach us ho\," to 
fight to the last for truth's sake.4
:; The-.;c \\'orc1s arc 
irreconcilable ,,"ith the passage in qucstion. Conse- 
quently. the latter cannot be él(hnitted as dra\\ïl up by 
c \ 1 . A . co . 1 ' 1"4 d Z ' 4'
" 
..::>1. .J. t lan3.S1tIS, g
l1n. ,::,tl tIng - an .Jaccana -'
 
rèll1ark that the second passage quoted by our adver- 
saries is also spurious. because the I---listory of the 
Arians ".as \\-ritten by St. .J. \thanasius 
onle years before 
the fall of Libcrius. But here. too, lIefclc obser\"es that 
St. Athanasiu
. after ha\'jng recalled that history. cor- 
rected it in sc\-eral places. and n1adc tnany additions to. 


-II!I Stilting. ()p. ciL. sec. \-iii.. 11. [19. seq. (
ll-t(l SS.. l. c.. 
p. 599. seq.'. 
...
o Zaccaria. IJt: Com1Jlfl,titio Libcrii /llþ
ï{, cap. n-., p. 
9:?,. 
scq. 
4
1 Tillemnnt. .JlàJl. tI,}fi.\'!, /:'ccl., 11. Sr. in S. Athanasiul11.. 
t. \'iii.. p, 1195. seq. 
4:!:? ilift. t!':.f (,flllcik.f, see Sr. t. i1.. p. 63, seq. Paris. 1869. 
4:?;; -,lþù/og. coutra ..lrltlll,. n. 90, p. 16:?, .. Testes . . . Liberium 
d Hosium. connnquc Socios. qui emu ad\ crSllln nos gesta facinora 
conspiccrent. cxtren1a pati 111alucrunt. quanl aut ycritatCln aut 
jl1diciml1 nostri gratia datmn prodere:' 
-!2.
 Stilting, L c" n. 126, seq. (1. c,. p. 601, seq, I. 
4:!.i Zaccaria, 1. c., n. ii., scq.. p. :?9:? seq. 
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it.-I:!'i But '\'C in turn ask th
 lcarned '\Titer, ho,," can 
he prove that the holy Doctor n1aùe this particular 
addition \\'ith regard to the fall of Pope Liberius? On 
the contrary. the logical course of that part of his 
history seeIl1S to exclude the possibility; since hi..; 
narrati\re is interupted by an inopportune parenthesis 
,\"hich is out of hannony ,,'ith the rest. For St. r\tha- 
nasius just b
fore these '\"ords had relatcd the glorious 
con1bat and exile of Pope J..,ibcrius and his l
egates, 
and he rell1arks that the s
n1Ï-.L \rians had endeayoured 
to OVerC0111e the l{,olnan Church by carryin
 it into the 
\vays of iniquity. r\fter this he goes on: "1'herc is 
nothing- ,,-hich these n1en haye not attelnpted in favour 
of their hcresy; but in all the Churches the people 
hold the faith ,,'hich th
y ha\'e learnt, and expect thcir 
Inasters in the faith"" 1'hese ,,'ords ,,"ould be logically 
linked to the preceùing sentence, ""cre it not that the 
inserted parenthesis has broken the natural course of 
the narrati\'e and dislocated its structure, Certainly 
if St. .. \thanasius had rcceived authentic inforn1ation 
of thc fall of Liberius, he ,,'ollld not havc hinted at so 
ilnportant a circUI11
tancc in a kind of parenthesis, but 
he ,,'ould have sketched it \\"ith the 1110St ilnpressi,"c 
colours, as ".as his custon1 ,,"hcne,-cr he delineated 
in1portant c'"cnts. Finally, the inserted ,vords n1ake the 
two scntences contradict each other, and consequently 
they betray the hand of a copyist, ,\-ho ha
 adulterated 
the narrati\'e of St. Athanasius, .. \t Ldl events, it is 
not the only case in ,,'hich the "'orks of the Doctors 
of the Church ha\'e r
cci\'ed spurious insertions frol11 the 
enen1Ïes of the faith, or froln in1prudent copyist5. .And 
if the passage belongs to St. ..-\.th
 nasius, ho,v i:-; it that 
'fheodorct, ,\"ho ,,"as indebted to the \\Titings of the 
Saint for the Íacts of his history, .sho,,"s hilnsclf abso- 
lutely ignorant of tlH; faB of the great }>ontiff? Did 
-1
li Ilefde, O}>. cit., 1. c. 
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he perhaps conceal it, as Coustant see1l1S to suspect ?4
ï 
There is not the least historical ground for such an 
inlputation. 
... \s to thc fragnlents attributed to St. I--lilary, our 
task is easier; for })r. I Icfele hitnsclf, a
 ,,"cll as Zaccaria 
and Stilting, rcgard thenl as clearly spurious. 42s Conse- 
quent]y, ,\"c have a prc]ilninary ground to doubt the 
authenticity of thc Letters attributcd to l..iberius, and 
inscrted in thcse fragnlents, by "Thich his faIl is adnlitted 
and justified. I-Iefele Inaintains that these too arc: 
spurious ;4

 and in truth the fact is beyond contro- 
versy. 4:
O \ \- e "'ill rcfer to Dr. J I cfcle c.lnù the others for 
the evident contradictions anù gross ll1istakcs ,d1Ïch 
disfigure the fragments (especially the sixth) attributed 
to St. Hilary. But \\T ,\"ill only rClnark that the Saint 
having returned frolll Phrygia in 360. after four years of 
exilc, could not pronounce his anathelnas against the 
Suprcnle Head of the Church ,,,ith ,,-hol11 he "'as in 
cOll1nlunion, ,\"hen, as all suppose, he had repaired hi
 
fault, and ,yas then excrting hinlself in favour of the 

iccnc faith. I
vcn if St, I I ilary had been fully 
acquainted \\"ith the Pope's fall, it ,\-ould have been a 


of:?;- Coustant, l:pi.rt. J
R. l
/).. 11, ..\. in J:piJ't. x. Libä-ii. p. 4-4-1. 
"\Ir. ReDouf in his note has translated into an absolute assertion 
what Coustant has stated hypothcticaHy against Theodoret, nalnc1
. 
that .. he knew the whok truth (about Liberius' fall), though he 
was unwilling to publish it" (p, -1-6 of the Cmu/olllla/ioll (
l Poþe 
JíoJlorÙu). 
-t2'3 II cfde, Op, cit.. sec. S I, 1. i i,. p, 73, seq. 
-129 Ibid" Op. cit., 1. c., p. 67. seq. 
430 
Ir. Renouf does not understand this; and \\ hile he 
audaciously conden11ls as spurious, for the slightest rc..1S0I1S, ever) 
docUll1ent that tells in favour of Papal Infallibility; while he most 
unjustly declares the classical \York of the learned Stilting to be 
., one of the 1110St luischievous productions Lver written;" he enter- 
tains not the slightest doubt concerning the genuineness of the 
three Letters of Liberius. as \\ ell as of St. H ilary's FragInents. 1t 
is the old criticisln of Dupin :md Til1cmont. 
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piece of crin1inal audacity in hinl to stign1atise \yith his 
anathclnas thc Suprcllle Pastor of the Church after his 
supposed reparation. 
\Vith rco-ard to the T "etters of l..iberius , it is certain 
b 
that the .l\rians circulated several spurious I"etters, prL- 
tending then1 to have been dictated by Pope I...iberius. In 
fact, all adnlit that of the fifteen Letters \vhich bear his 
nan1e, the cighth and the t\\"elfth, and the last t\\'o, are 
forgeries. 431 This raises at once a grave doubt as to the 
authenticity of the other three Letters addressed to the 
Eastern Bishops, to the seIni-.A\.rian chiefs, and to Victor 
1)[ Capua, ,,'hich are quoted as convincing proofs of the 
fall of I-Jiberius, l\nd ,,,hen the
e three Letters arc 
theIllselvcs looked into, evident Inarks are discernible 
praying the ignorance and folly of their author. \ V c dl) 
not lay so nluch strcss on the barbarous style in ,,-hich 
they are ""rittcn, as on the ]u\\. tone of the sentin1ents 
and the palpable contradictions, \d1Ích it is itnpossible 
to attribute to the great Pope ,,-ho braycd the anger 
.)f the J
nlperor Constantius rather than condcn1n 
... \thanasius, and thereby betray the faith of Xicæa. 

 either can Llny difficulty be created by the 1\VI) 
passages of 51. J cr0111C ,,"hich ""C Incntioned above. 
rrhis holy Doctor's tendency to gi\re too ready crcdenc
 
to unauthorised rUJ110UrS is ,,-ell kno\\ï1. 1'hus, as is 
pointed out by Zaccaria, he represents St. Chrysost0I11 
..lS an Origcnist, and he adopts the falsehoods spread 
abroad by the adherents of Paulinus to the prejudice 
()f St. :\Icletius of _ \ntioch. 4;

 \ \T e cannot then feel 
surprised if he uses languagc iinplying that Liberius 
yieldcd to the dcnlands of the .. \rians; the calunlni
s 



31 Til1emont alone thought to provc the authenticit
 of Liberiu-..' 
eighth Letter (J.JIL/Il. d' His!. Eùl., 1. \ iii,. art. hi,.. p. 233. et 
11. h.viii.. p. 1177, seq.): but StiJting has Inade a '"cry ren1arkablc 

''\posurc of the weakness of his argmnents. 
43:? Z..lccari.l, Dc C
/JIIII. Lillo"ii laþf/(. cap. i,-., n, i,'.. p. 316. seq. 
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of thc herctics ,,-erc sprcad c\rcry\vhcre, and S1. J cronIC 
\vas dcceivcd: thc existencc of such rcports is proved 
by a passagc of SozonIcn.4:J:
 .:\10 rco\"cr, it is adIl1itted 
on all hands that the CllrOnicoJl of S1. J cron1C is full 
of interpolations; and in sonle very ancient Inanuscript

 
there is no trace of l11cntion of thc fall of 1..ibcrius. 43 -t 
The passagc in thc book Dc I 
iris /Illlstribus is in open 
contradiction \yith the CltroJ/icol/, and is 1l1anifcsth. 
falsc. Thus, \"C read in thc CltroJlicoll that thc hardships 
of exile forced I...ibcrius to give \var and sign an 
hcretical fonllula; according- to thc Cataloguc, he did so- 
bcforc going into exile, being persuaded to this act by 
]3ishop I
'orttInatianus: so that "'C hayc herc a di
- 
crepancy of Ì\\.O years bCÌ\,-ccn thc accounts. Again. 
St. J eronle \,-ould certainly ncyer hayc \\Titten as he did 
concerning :Fortunatianu:;, had he not been dccci,red by 
thc calumnious rcports propagated by the Arians. It 
is untrue that this Prelate signed any fonl1ula at l\lilan 
,,-hich \,.as heretical, or cven open to suspicion; he "ras 
induced to proIllise that hc \,'ould interrupt his conl- 
tllunion \vith St. Athanasius; but 1110st cruel ,.iolence 
\,'as necessary to extort fronl hin1 c,-en this pron1ise, and 
\vith regard to the faith itself, he ne,-er flinched. 'Vhat 
,,-c here say is proyed by unill1peachable testill10ny,4::,"'> 
,,"hile there i
 absolutely no doculuent ,,'hich cven seen1=". 
to say the contrary. 'Ve Inay therefore safely concludL- 
that Liberius \\"as not induced by l.'ortunatianus to sign 
an heretical fOrn1l1Ia. 
\Ve \\-ill add only a fe,,' \yords \\-ith regard to the 
Preface to the Libelllls /In:Clllll presented to the 


433 SOZOlncn, 1. i\".. cap. x\r.. p. I 15 I. Edit.:\1 ignc. 
43-1 See Zaccaria, 1. c,. n, V., p. 3 I ï. 
435 Eþis!. Libt.:rii Paþa: ad l
"://st.'bÙIJIl [l'rcel.. n. 8 (Coustant.. 
p, 428); St. Athanasius. Aþologia ad C'olls!tlJltilt1JZ, 11. '27 \ Op.. t. i., 
p. 247); Sulpitius Scycrus. 1. ii.. n. 
xxix.. p. I 5 (
Iignc, P P. LL,.. 
t. xx.). 
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Elnpcror:-; \' alcntinian. Thcodosius, and Areadius. the 
authorship of ,,"hieh is dttributed to Faustinus and 
l\larcellinus, contcl11poraries of l..ibcriu
. Haronius and 
Lupus lnay be excused for belie\'ing in the authenticity 
of this dOCU111ent: but after the proof of its spuriousne
s 
had been laid before the ".orId by Zaccaria. 
Ir. H..enouf 
ought not to ha\Fe appealed to its authority as if it ".erc 
not open to the slightest doubt.-t:1G As to the passage in 
the l\Iartyrology of .L\do. ".hich represents Libcrius as 
having consented to the ..l\.rian perfidy, it is ".ell kno\\"ll 
that j-\do dre,,' some of his rnaterials frol11 unreliable 
sources; and the "Fords in question do not occur either 
in the J.\lartyrology of U suard or ill that of }{,ome. 
.published by Baronills. l\ fe\\" 1l1inor difficulties rCtuain. 
but they do not seen1 to call for particular notice. 


"::6 See Zaccaria, Op. cit" cap. yi" n. i.-iii" p. 3 q,. seq.; 
Rcnouf, Ctmdt'l/lJllltioJl (
l PfJþ..' }loJlorill,f. p, -I-
. 



SEC1'ION IX. 


TJl E 1:\ F.\LLIBJ LITY uF TIlE POPl: .\ XI> TIlE SECOX]) 
\
D TlIIRn ECl-::\[EXJC.\L <'OU2\CILS. 
r[II E nan1e of l..iberius so frequently occurs in this con- 
troversy in connection ,,-jth his alleged fall, as to causc 
ti-equent forgetfulncss that one of the strongcst proofs of 
Papal Infallibility is derived fron1 the Acts of this very 
Pontiff '[he Inatcrials of the argulnent arc found in 
the historian Sozon1en. The ::.\Iacedonian hcretics, 
derived from l\Iaccdonius, the sClni-Arian Bishop of 
Constantinoplc, ,,'cre ,,-idely spread over Syria, Egypt, 
Pontus, and Cappadocia. They Inaintaincd that th(" 
IIoly Ghost differs in substance froIll the l
ather. ..\ftcr 
1nentÏoning this, S070111en goes on: "Th(' Bishop of 
H.on1c (then Libcrius), on hearing that this question ,vas 
agitatcd \vith great c.lcrin10ny, and that the contention 
secI11ed daily to increase, "Tote to the Churches of the 
East, and urged thenl to recei\'e the doctrine upheld 
by the \Vestern Clergy. nan1c1y. that the Three Persons 
of the rrrinity are of thc saIne substance, and of equal 
dignity."4::; No,,- here \\-e finr:l, first, that a controversy of 
faith \vhich arose in the ]
ast, is referred to the ]{oman 
Pontiff; secondly, that he, acting according to his la,,-ful 
authority, pronounces a definition of faith, and scnds it 
to the Churches of the J
ast, that they should profess 
the sanIe doctrine as ,,-as upheld by the \Vest. Let us 


437 SozOIuen. 1. yi., cap. ),.,ii.. p. 13+8, English ycrsion, p. 282. 
London, 1846. 
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suppo
e thcn for a I110111ellt that the Pope '\'as not 
infallible. and that he "'as not regarded as such in the 
Church; in that casc. LiberiÙs ".ould have been guilty 
of great preSulllption, and all the Churches of the I
ast 
\\.ould have protested against his illegal interference and 
tlsurpation, N o'v no protest ,vas heard froin the Eastern 
Churches, but they. as Suzornen add
. ceased fron1 any 
\.lisputc on that subject. and kept in pe:1.cc. r\nd the 

aIne hi:"torian assigns as a reason for this change, the 
decision of the R.onlan Church-that is to say, of Pope 
I jberius, So that " tht: question having been thus once 
tcrtninated by the ]{olnan Church. each of thenl kept 
quiet. and an end ".as put to the debate,"4;3
 The 
judgrllent. therefore. of Pope Libcrius is treated by the 
<";reck historian as definitive, and 'the consequences of 
that judgnlcnt are lJcace and an end of the contro\gersy, 
'[his clearly inlplies the full intellectual subinission of 
the contending Prelates to the definition of the H..oInan 
Pontiff: because Popc Liberius did not rcquirc then1 
to carry out any di
ciplinary regulation. nor nlercly 
abstain froin condcnlning the contrary doctrine, but he 
L'xprcssly required of all thc Eastern Churches that 
they should profess the doctrine of the \Vest. Conse- 
quently. thcir subInis
ion nlust undoubtedly imply that 
thcy belieycd in the infallibility of the Supreinc T'cachcr 
of thc Church. . 
Bossuet, ref
rring to this passagc of S070111en, 
rCInarks that the (-;rcck '\Titer only says that "the 
contro\'crsy scerllcd to havc had an end; "430 and he 
thinks that if the 
entCllce of the Pope had been 
infalliblc. the author ought to hayc said that an end '\'as 
put to the debate. not that it sccPlcd to have becn put. 
. \s hc holds, a Gcneral Council '\'as necessary to settlc 
-I:;') SOlomcn, I. c. 
-1::9 Dift"ll
itJ f),ylaraliollis Ckri Callit:tllli, pt. ii., 1. xii., cap. \iii., 
p, 161. seq. 
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the matter. 13ut the very \\Tords used by Sozoluen 
could be applied even to the .'Kicæan or to any other 
l
cumenical Council. For instance, the Decree of 
Chalcedoll \vas infallible. But nevertheless, the con- 
troversy \\-ith the various l\Ionophysite sects lasted for 
J110rC than t,vo centuries froI11 the tinle of the definition. 
It could therefore be said ,,-ith truth that the definition 
of Chalccdon seemed to have put an ènd to the 

Ionophysite cOIltrO\Tersy, although the fact turned out 
othenvise; and thi3 ,,-ould not Ï1npcach the irrefonna- 
bility of the judgnlent pronounced at Chalccdol1. \Ve 
Inust say the sanle uf the Decree of L,ibcrius. And, in 
fact, in virtue of the profession of faith inlposecl by the 
H..onlan Pontiff, the l\Iaccdonians ,\-ho subnlitted to it 
\vere regarded as Catholics, and as such \vere received 
1n the Synod assenlbled at 'fyana: HO Sozomen, 
therefore, on nlcntioning the reason for ,,-hich the Ì\\'O 
contending parties dropped their dispute, says that the 
controversy had already received a fannal judglnent 
from the Ronlan Church. 441 .:\Igr. .:\larct ,vas \vell 
a\\Tare that those \yho defend Papal Infallibility ".ould 
Jay great stress on the "yords of this text. I Ie therefore 
passes thenl over, and contents hinlself ,,'ith quoting a 
subsequent part of the passage! 44
 
Again, Danlasus, successor of Liberius in the H..oluan 
See, regarded the error of the ::\Iacedonians as a 111anifcst 
heresy, and therefore: though no question ""as then 
agitated on the subject, he repeatedly condeulIled and 
anathematised their opinions, first in a Ronlan Council 
held in 3
9, and again in the profession of faith ,,-hich 


4-10 Hcfcle, Op. cit., 1. ii., sec. 88, p. I 
o. 
... , 
,..... ''''''' t 1 " , 
441 w; E'-;:'1XS%PI,'.LHfJl; (J,,";;'u; t;;apa ':"'1;; )
/UI.I
J'I Exzì.r,ð'f(I.;, 

(fux./av 
'ïOIl Fxuð''TfJl (Sozomcn, 1. c.). See Orsi, IJ,' Jl". I)olltif. 
..lllctoritatc, 1. i., cap. viii., t. i., p. 40, seq. 
H2 ::\laret, flu COllcilc Gllléral, 1. ii., ch. iii., t. i., p. 165, n. 4. 
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he sent to Paulinus, Bishop of oJ: \ ntioch. 4-1;'; In the 
fonnula of faith Jra\vn up in the H..Oluan Synod, he 
defined in the 1110St explicit 111anner the consubstantiality 
c)f the Iloly Ghost \vith the Father anù the Son ;444 and 
in the profession of faith scnt to Paulinus of .i. \ntioch 
he anathe111atised the :\Iacedonians as on a par \,rith 
the .Arians, the ]
unonlians, and the other herctics. 44 ;) 

 \nd furthcr, in thc sanlC ROlDan Sy;.l1od this very Pontiff 
pronounced a dcfinitivc scntence against ...\pollinaris 
and his disciple Tinlothy, \\'ho had taught that the 
l)ivine :Nature in Christ supplied the place of the 
intellcctual principle of I--lis IIunlanity, and pcrfonllcd 
its functions, Pope Danlasus, ,,'ithout the aid of any 
Ecunlcnical Council, not only deposed both thcse 
heretics and anathcl11atised their errors, but also, in 
his Lettcr to the Oriental Bishops, he openly declarcd 
that his 
entence ""as dcfinitive; for he pointcd out 
that his condenlnation had dcprived the doctrines of 
"\ poHinaris of ,,'hatcyer plausibility thcy had posscsscd, 
and that hcnccfon\"ard they ,,"ould be the ruin of the 

ottls that clnbraccd thenl in opposition to the universal 
rule of the Church. H' ; The Pontiff gives the namc rulc 
(if the Cil/lrcll to his o,,-n Definition against r\pollinaris. 
But it could not bc the rule of the Church if it ""cre 
not thc expression of thc Church's infallible judgnlent. 
It is due to this infallible character that the defi- 
nitions of Pope DalnaSl1S "'cre rccei\"cd b). all the 


.U:; Epi.f/. i\",. si\"c J:.
,tjJ{J.rilio }ida' Irtl/lsmi.rstl ill Oriclllt-m 
Coustant, p. 4-95, seq.): l:.."þi.rt. Y., si,'c Exþo.rilitJ jidt'!' Cntlt. ad 
!'tllllÙII//Il (Coustant. p, ;18, seq.). 
-I"" J:.pisl. Ï\'" n. I, l. C. 
-t-t:) l:..þist. y" n. I, I. C. 
-1-16 S E . ' I ' r.-' 0 . 
ee 'plSt. Clt. )amaSI, ct J:..þut. 
l\. cJusdem, nn. :!, 3 
Coust.mt. pp. 571-574-). .. Prophanum Timothcmll cum impio 
('jus dogmatc d.lmnayinlus: nee reliquias ejus dcinccps ulIa ratione 
\ alituras esse confidimus. . . . Cum ilIo paritcr pcribit qui Ecc1csi.c 
Tcgil1.un nllt rcpugn.tre:' 
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Church as dogll1atic definitions. ,,-hich ,,-ere adopted 
hy al1. This is fully proved by Cardinal Orsi,447 the 
study of ,,-hose ""ork on the Papal authority ,,'ollld 
save our advcrsdries frolll l11any mistakes, \\T e ,vill 
point out a fe,,- of the principal ÒOCltIllents on the 
subject. T'he first is found in the Synod of .Antioch. 
in \,-hich all the Oriental Bishops \yere duly represented. 
'rhey recci\-cd the profession of faith scnt to theln by 
Pope Damasus through Dorotheus, and subscribed it. 
joining ,vith the Pontiff in conden1ning- the heresies both 
of 1\lacedonius and of ..I, \pollinaris,44s The othcr belongs 
to the Synod of IllyricuIn. Theodoret has presen-cd u
 
1 he synodical letter fOr\,'ardcd by the Fathers of that 
Council to the Bishops of Asia. Phrygia, Cataphrygia, 
and Pacatiana. In it they anathclnatise all ,,-ho do not 
confess that the l-Ioly Ghost is of the saIne substance 
,,'ith the Father and the Son. -I.W Rut their profcssion of 
faith ,vas an ccho of that ,,'hich they had received in 
the synodical letter COllltllUnicated to then1 by Pope 
IJaInasus. 4 ;)û The :Etnperors. also, Valcntinian and 
Gratian, bcar \vitncss to the sanlC. 
For in the iInperial 
letter addrcssed to thc dioceses of Asia by \T alentinian. 
\"P" alcns. and Gratian, concerning the decision of the 
Synod of Illyricum, the doctrincs of the Council arc 
sUIllmed up. and particular Illention is l11ade of the 
Synod held by ÐaInasus at RODlC, ,,-hose faith thcy 
profess that they tnaintain. 4 ,-)1 


4-1i Op, cit., 1. i" cap, yiii" ar4-, ii.. p. -I-
- '48. 
4-18 See Coustant, p. 500. when
 the signatures of the Synod of 
.\ntioch nlay be seen annexed to the profession of faith written by 
Pope Damasus. 
4-1U See Theodoret, 1. i\"., cap. x" p, 1138, seq. (Op.. t. iii. Edit. 

ligne). See also Labbe. t. ii., p. 1061. 
-1:;0 Theodoret, 1. ii.. cap. )"xii. (I11 .:\Iignc, cap. x\-ii., p. 1051. 

cq,); SOZOl11el1, 1. "i., cap. xxiii., p. [350, seq. Edit. 1\1igl1e. 
-1;)1 In Thcodoret, 1. Ï\-., cap. \-iii. (In 
ligne, cap. "ii., p. 1138). 
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For other dOCUI11cnts to the same effect concerning 
the Churchcs of Asia, Galatia, Lycaonia, &c., ,ve refer 
our readers to Cardinal Orsi hin1self, ,vho has treated 
this 1l1atter \,"ith great clearness and erudition. 4j2 \Ve 
will only rcn1ark thc.lt (I.) the heresy of the l\lacedonians 
.lnd that of l\pollinaris \"cre pcrenlptorily condemned 
by Pope Ðalnasus \,-ithout any previous consent of all 
the ]3ishops; (2.) that these conden1nations \vere, by 
authentic and public acts, solcn1nly received by all the 
.Bishops as dogluas of faith. lIenee \ve conclude that 
long before the Gencral Council of Constantinople, all 
the Church had agreed in ackno\vledging the errors of 
the ::\'Iacedonians and of ... \polIinaris to be heresies: and 
that this consent ,,"as due to the infallible dcfinitions 
uf the Pope. ::\Ioreover, at that tin1e no controversy 
\\"as agitated on the points infallibly defined by Popes 
Liberius and Ðalnasus; I110re particularly, as the 
l
mperor Theodosius T. by his in1perial decree of 380,- 
,vhich ,,-as to be transn1Ïtted to the ren10test to\\"ns of 
his d0l11inions, had ordered that those \vere to be 
regarded as heretics "rho should not render equal 
homage to the Three Persons of the Trinity. or should 
refuse to profess the faith of Pope Ðan1asus and of 
the Bishop of Alexandria. 4 ,,)3 
Xot\vithstanding the clear proof that exists of the 
-:\Iacedonians and _\pollinarists having been regarded 
as herctics before the Second Ecumenical Counci1, 
'Igr. :\Iaret still follo\vs Bossuet in nlaintaining that 
this Council met in order to anathematise those heresies, 
and that such a J11eeting ""as necessary for the purpose. 

ot one of the Greek historians. not one ancient 
llocun1ent, gives any countenance' to 
uch assertions. 


-I.j
 Gp. cit., 1. c., p. 44, seq. 
4.>3 SOZOlllen, l. ,ii., cap. Ï\ " p. q..
3; Codt'X Tht'ot!U.fitUlltS 
1. 
vi" tit. i., 1. ii. ((;othofn:di, t. \"i., pt. i, p. 5. Lipsiæ, 17,P). 
X 
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In fact, the Greek historians, Socrates/ 54 SOZ0111el1,45;; 
and Theodoret;15ü unaninlously testify that the Council 
of Constantinople ,vas asselnbled for t\\''O reasons: first, 
for the confirmation of the faith of Nicæa, and, secondly, 
for the election of the ]
ishop of Constantinople. This 
Synod, then, fro111 its first beginning '\9as not regarded 
as Ecumenical. But even if it had been considered as 
1
cunlenical froln its very opening, that ,\'ould not prove 
that it "'as assetnbled in order to pass a perclnptory 
conde111nation on the heresies of l\Iacedonius and 
...\pollinaris. It is true that in the l;irst Canon of the 
Synod the l\Iacedonians and the .t\pollinarists are con- 
denlllcd, but thcy arc condenulcd in the same tenus 
as the Arians, the Eunomians, and other herctics, ",vho 
had alrcady been infallibly condenlned in the Council 
of Nicæa,4;,j" Thereforc it is clear that the Fathers 
of Constantinople ll1crely rcnc\\"ed the sentcnce already 
passed against thcse heresics and heresiarchs, ,,,hether 
;)y the Popes or by the Kicæan Council. But their 
Canon docs not in thc least affect thc infalliblc autho- 
rity of the condemnation pronounced by Pope Damasus 
against the l\lacedonians and the A pollinarists. This 
fact '\9as ah\'ays so c\"ident that C\9cn the }'rcnch 
Bishops, in their letter to Innocent X.,458 ,\"hen they 

;ubn1Ïtted to the Constitution issued against the 
propositions of J ansenius, openly dcclared that the 
,J.nathenlas inflicted by l>ope Damasus on the errors of 
:\lacedonius and j\pollinaris ,\'cre irreyersible, even 


4j-l Socrates, 1. Y., cap. "iii., p. 175. Edit. l\ligne. ,. hnperator 
. . conciliunl convocat, quo et Kicæna :fides confinnarctur ct 
Constantinopoli ordinaretur Episcopus" (\- ersio Valcsii). 
4;;;; SOZOlnen, 1. ,"ii., cap. vii., p. 14-30. 
4;;ü Theodoret, 1. Y., cap. yiii., p. 1210. Edit. l\lignc. 
4;;7 Cone. Constantinop. i., Can. i. (Labbe, t. ii.. p. 113 2 ). 
4.".8 See the letter in Sfondrati, Gallit! ITilidicata, diss. iL, sec. ii., 
p. 7 82 (S. Galli. Edit. 1702); and in Rohrbacher, Hist. ÚTIl. d. 
/'Eglisc Catll., 1. 87, t. xxv., p. 42
 (Edit. 18-1-7). 



S'
colld fl/!d Third EC//lllcllical Cou1lcils. 195 


before the Ecumenical Council of Constantinople. 
Again, the Ii'athers of Constantinople, though acting 
.lS judges, received the rule of faith sanctioned by Pope 
Dan1asus and his predecessor, and by so doing proved 
themselves true Inelubers, under the SupreIne I lead, of 
the living Church. In their definitions they sin1ply 
follo\ved the definition of the Pope, and by adhering to 
him they gave a new' \vitness at once to the indissolubh: 
unity of the Church and to the infallibility of its Head. 
During the course of about half a century, f1'on1 the 
Second General Council do\\"n to the Third, the IJ opes 
.lcted \vith regard to controversies of faith as they had 
c\'cr acted. K è\V heresies aro..;
. and ne\v condemnations 
came do\vl1 from the Pontifical /llagistcrilt1Jl, ,vhich, 
\\"ithout any General Synod, struck at the root of the 

vil, and restored peace to the Church. J ovinian, an 

lpostate l.Ionk, ventured to attack the perpetual 
\"irginity of the l\Iother of God. St. Jerome ''-Tote 
.lgainst hin1 in the lllost vehement terms, but it ,,'as 
Pope Siricius \\"ho inflicted the death-blo,," on him and 
his heresy, by an infallible condelnnation addressed to 
.111 the Bishops of the Catholic Church. " Having held 
.l Synod," he says in his Encyclical Letter, "\ye have 
found that the doctrine of J ovinian is contrary to our 
doctrillc, that -is to sa)', to the doctrillc of Christ, and 
therefore all the Clergy \\"cre con\-inced that J ovinian, 
- \uxentius, and the rcst, 11aving been condenlned for 
t:\'cr by Dic.-'Ù/c sentence and OllY jltdg1J1Cllt, should be 
t,;xpelled from the Church. On this account I addrcs
 
thi
 Letter to your l-Ioliness, that our Decree may be 
observed."4j') The language of Siricius is the language of 
the Apostles in the first Council of Christianity: "It 
hdS seemed good to the I Ioly Ghost and to us." 4GO This 
I:;
 Siricius Papa, F:þist. \"ii. ad OJ/lilts Eþiscoþos, n, 4 (Coustant, 
vp. 667, 668). 
-\'j) Act. Apost. X\'. 
S. 
l\' 2 
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is the language of all the Popes \vhen exercising their 
supren1e authority in judglncnts of faith. They \,-ere 
fully a\vare, in the excrcisc of thcir 11l , agistcrÌll1Jl that 
they \vere the organs of God's \Vord, and that their 
Jllogistl:riztlll ,vas infallible. For this reason, as \\'e have 
proved at length in another section of this ,,'ork, Bishops 
and Patriarchs applied to the Popc as soon as a contro- 
versy of faith arose. And ".e havc an instance of this 
in the age \\'hich \\-c are considering. John, Bishop of 
Jerusalem, and Theophilus, Patriarch of Alexandria, in 
alarnl at the rapid spread of Origenistic errors in Syria 
and Palestine, complied ,,-ith the suggestion of Ruffinus, 
and ,vrote to entreat Pope Anastasius to restrain these 
heresies by his formal act of conden1nation. 4ü1 
l
ut in the early part of the fifth century a ne\v 
heresy arose, the history of \\-hich afforded a striking 
illustration of the infallible authority of the Pope in 
Inatters of faith. Thc Pclagian heresy attacked at 
once the existence of original sin, and the necessity of 
supernatural grace to Incritorious actions. \ Ve have 
already spoken of this Ï1nportant subject in the third 
section of the present \\.ork,4G
 and a very fe\v remarks 
"'ill here suffice. T\vo Councils \vere held at Carthage 
and 
Iilevis, \\-ith the vic\v of checking the l)clagian 
heresy, but these assen1blies \\-ell understood that their 
Decrees could not avail for the thorough destruction of 
the ne\v error unless they ,,-ere strengthened by thc 
authority of 'the ROlnan Pontiff. Accordingly they 
referred the \vhole Inatter to him, bcgging him to 
pronounce the condenulation of thc heresy.4G3 This 


4Gl Anastasius Papa, Eþist. ii. ad JÙflJlllClll Jerosol. (Coustant, 
p. 723, seq.); S. Hieronyn1us, Eþisl. lxxxyiii. ad Tht..'oþhilulIl Pair. 
(Op., t. i., p. 537. Edit. Vallarsii). 
462 P. 59, scq. 
463 Eþisl. Conc. Carlhag. ad IJl1l0CClltÙtlll PtTþfl1Jl (Coustant, 
p. 867, seq.); Eþisl. COllC. JIilc7.Jllalli ad c1t1JzdoJl (Ill., p. 873, seq.). 
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conòuct of theirs ,vas in confornlity ,vith the Apostolic 
tradition, and testified to their sense that the divine 
constitution of the Church is grounded on the infalli- 
bilitv of the Roman Pontiff. The Letters of Innocent, 
J 
:tddressed to these Councils, set forth the saIne principles 
with perfect distinctness, and the Bishops recei\'ed these 
Letters \vith veneration; registering thenl, as \ve sa,,- 
above, alnong the records of their Churches; so that, 
hvo centuries later, \\'e find the very \vords of Innocent's 
third I..etter quoted by the .l\frican Prelates in a letter 
to Pope Theodore..1()! Councils alone had failed to set 
the Pelagian question at rest, but \"C learn fro111 St. 
Augustine hilnself ho". great ,,-as the efficacy of the 
Papal sentence. I-lis ,,'ords are \,.eU kno,vn-" Dc 
causa Pelagiana duo concilia ll1issa sunt ad Sede111 

\postolicanl. lnde etianl rescripta \'enerunt. Causa 
jill/la l'sl."4!;;. The \\'ords of the holy African Doctor 
are in perfect accord ,,'ith \\'hat is said by Sozomen 
of the Decree issued by Pope Liberius against the 
Macedonians. But, I110reo\'er, St. Augustine 111akes us 
acquainted ,,-ith the reason \\'hy a cause of faith is 
tenninated by the sentence of the j-\postolical See. 
"By the I...etters of Pope Innocent 1.," he said, in 
another of his \vorks, (( an end \\'as put to the state of 
uncertainty on that subject.''4G(ì \Ve 
ee, then, that 
according to the doctrine of St. .J:\ugustine the Pelagian 
controversy \\'as entirely ternlinated, \,-ithout any Ecu- 
tnenical Synod, by the sale authority of Pope Innocent: 
and the reason is because the judglncnt of the Pope is 
not only the expression of the suprenle ruling po,ver 
intrusted to hinI over the Church, but it is also an 


-Ila See section iii. of this book, p. 50, scq. 
4li,) .\'{.'1ïIl. cxxxi., cap. x., n. 10 (Op., t. v" p. 73
, Edit. :i\Iigne). 
Hit} .. Litteris bcatæ 111en1oria.
 lnnocentii de hac fe, dubitatio 
lot,1. sublata est" (Coll/ra D/tllJ' EþÙI. l'elag., L ii., cap. iii., n. 5. 
Op.. t. x" p. 5ï
. Edit. 
Iigne). 
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infallible utterance, \vhich 111 11 st by itself dispel all 
clouds of doubt and uncertainty in doctrines of faith. 
Like\vise \vhen, t\VO years later, in the Council of 
Carthage, the 214 assembled Bishops condemned the 
hypocrite Celestius, their synodical Decrees \vere sent 
to the Roman Pontiff: that he nlight pronounce his 
final sentence against the heretic. Pope Zosinlus did 
condemn hin), and the result of his Pontifical decision 
\vas, as St. Prosper informs us, that the "Thole Catholic 
\vorld joincd in the condclnnation, and rejcctcd the 
errors \vhich Celestius had 111aintained \\'ith so Inuch 
hypocrisy.4ü7 The Saint asscrts this rcpeatedly.4üs The 
\vhole Catholic ,,'orld subnlittcd ilnplicitly to the judg- 
Inents of Innocent and Zosinlus, because all \vere 
convinced that the ROlnan Pontiff is infallible, and 
that his decisions cannot be reversed nor questioned. 4G !) 
:Mgr. ::\Iaret has passcd in silence over the condcnulation 
of Pelagian ism. He ought not to have donc so. l\lany 
Gallican Bishops of a bcttcr School have yieldcd to 
the testinlony borne by thc history of these transac- 
tions; havc ackno\\rlcdged that thc Pelagian controversy 
,vas tenllinated by the sole force of thc dognlatic 
definition pronounced by the H,olnan Pontiff, and havL 
confessed that the judgn1ent of the Popc fully suffice
 
for the condenlnation of Hc\,r heresies. They founded 
their conclusions principally upon the passages \,-hich 
\ve havc quoted fro 111 St. Augustine, There is no 
need to quote their \,'ords in this place, nor even to 


46; St. Prosper, in CllronÙ:o.. p. 592 (
ligne, )> P. LL.. t. Ii.). 
"Synodalibus decretis probatis, per totmn orbo11 Pclagiana hære- 
sis dal11nata cst." 
46g Ibid., Libcr contra Collatorem, cap. xxi., 11. I, p, 27 L 
4{j!} 
'PatrU111 traditio Apostolicæ Sedi auctoritatC111 tantmn 
tribuit, ut de ejus judicio disceptarc nullus audcret . . . cum 
tantmn nobis esset auctoritatis, ut nullus possit de nostra rctractare 
scntcntia
' (ZOSiU1US Papa, Eþist. xii., n. I. Coustant, pp, 974, 
975). 
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Incntion thcir naOles; \VC rcfer our readers to the \vork 
of Soardi. 4ïo 
But another hcrcsy arose in the course of the fifth 
century, more fatal to the Church and 1110re prolific 
in evil than evcn the Pclagian error. This \vas' the 
heresy against the Incarnation \vhich sprang up at 
Constantinople ,\'hcn the Patriarch N estorius rcne\\Ted 
the false teaching of Theodore of :\Iopsuestia and of 
Diodorus of Tarsus. Ncstorius rejcctcd the hypostatic 
unity of Christ \yhich is so clearly taught by Scripture 
and .J. \postolical tradition; he assertcd the agency of 
t\vo Persons in the Incarnate \Vord; and consequently 
lle denied to the Blcssed Virgin the honour of being the 
",lother of God (Thcotokos). I-Iad this heresy been 
al!o\\'cd to gather strength, the "'hole East 111ight soon 
have been in a blaze. St. Cyril, the Patriarch of Alex- 
andria, did not forget the glorious traditions of his 
Church in the tcrrible strugglc against the Arian heresy. 
J. \5 soon as he perceived the iuuninent danger, he 
published learned and solid refutations of the ne\,' 
crrors. 4ï1 ::\Iorcovcr, he used persuasion, entreating 

estorius to \\'ithdra\\' fro01 the crookcd path on \vhich 
he had entered, and to spare the Church of Christ the 
scandal and the e\'ils of a ne\v heresy. On this account 
a correspondence ,,"as opened bet\vecn the hvo Patri- 
archs, \vhich led to no cffect but to dra\v 1110re clearly 
the line of deolarcation bct\\-een the nc\\' error and the 
Catholic doglna.4ï
 But Xestorius follo,,-ed the usual 


4iO Soarcli, De Suþremll Romani POllliJicis .Auctoritate, 1. i.. 
cap. i,., sec. i., ii., p. 5 r, 
eq. H eidelbcrga
, 1793. 
jj'l Eþistola ad J/OJlflCnOS ...E.!{yþti (Op., t. x" p. 10, seq. Edit. 

ligne; in Cone. Eph., Act. i. Labbe, t. iii., p. 586, seq.); Libcr de 
J

cta Fidt', in. J. C. ad Theodosimn (Op., t. ix., p. 1133, scq. 
Labbe, t. iii., p. 6q" seq.); etc. 
4-" E./,' t" -" (0 
I.. r iS . 11.- \"lll. . p., t. x., p. 39. scq. Labbe. 1. c., p. 86 3, 
scq.) . 
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course of heretics. 1 Ie endeavoured to gain for his 
cause the patronage of the young Emperor, Theo- 
dosius II.; ,dlile at the sanle titne he addressed hilTIself 
to Ronlc, \\'ith letters calculated to deceive the Successor 
of St. Peter, and to gain his favour. 473 In the Incan- 
\\9hile, St. Cyril, though perfectly a,,-are of the hereticaL 
character of the doctrines taught by N estorius, and of 
his fixed obstinacy in error, did not venture to declare 
him a heretic, nor to separate fr0l11 his con11nUniol1, 
until he had learnt frOl11 the Pope ,,,hat steps he should 
take in the 111atter. "Although," he says, in his letter 
to the H..olnan Pontiff: "things are in this state, I ha\-e 
not dared publicly and solelnnly to reject his COffi- 
lTIunion (he is speaking of K estorius) before haying laid 
do,vn the ,,'hole I1latter before your Holiness, Please 
then to declare ,\"hat is your judgment in this affair, that 
,ve may kno,,- ,,,ith certainty ,yhether ,,-e should preserve 
comITIunion ,\'ith hinI, or frankly declare to him that 
no one can retain his COI1lm union, since he holds and 
teaches such an erroneous doctrine."-17-1 He goes 011 to 
say that all the Eastern Bishops ,,-cre bound to expect 
from hilTI the declaration of the faith, that all n1ight 
defend the unity of the Catholic doctrine. 'Ve see then 
that all the Oriental Bishops, ,,,ith the Patriarch of 
Alexandria at their head, '\"ere looking out for the 
suprenle and infallible sentence of the Roman Pontift: 
that they Inight unanilllously condenlll the ne,v heresy 
and break off all conl111union ,,-ith the Patriarch of 
Constantinople. 
Pope Celestine hastened to Inect their "rishes, and 
the expectation of the ,\'hole Eastern Church. He 
asselnbled a Synod at H..onle, and exalllined in it the 


4;-3 ... \ -['slorii Episl. ad CælcsllJllllJl }>aþaJJl (Labbe, 1. c., pp. 899 
-9 01 ). 
4i-l Eþist. _\.i. (al. ix.) ad CælestÙllf}}l }>aþllJIl, n. 7 (Op., t. x., 
p. 83. Labbe, 1. c., p. 89-1-). 



Sccoud alld Third l
.Cll1l1i'llical Coullcils. 
o I 


doctrine of :K estorius. confronting this teaching ,\-ith thc 
Catholic dogll1a set forth by Cyril in his letters, and in 
the COlJlIlloJ/itorÍ11l1l ".hich the Saint had sent to H..onlc 
by the hands of Possidonius. Thcn in a speech delivered 
to the Fathers, he solenlul} anathematiscd the heresy 
of N cstorius,4;j l\Ioreo\"er, hc conlnlunicatcd his final 
sentence to the l>atriarch Cyril, and declared to hinl 
that unless !\estorius should rejcct his perfidious errors 
,,'ithin tcn days, by a "Titten profession of faith, he 
should be scparated frot11 the COlnn1lu1Ïon of the ,,-hole 
Church. ..L-\ccordingly, he appointed St. Cyril to execute 
his 
entence in his natl1e and ,,'ith his authority.4;û At 
the sanle tinle he notcd his definitive sentence in the 
sanlC tcrnlS to John. Patriarch of Antioch. and to 
N cstorius hiIllsclf, and threatened the hcretic ,,'ith 
deposition. 4ï ; lIe "Tote, 1110reover, to the Clergy of 
Constantinople, ,,-ho had already issued a solelnn 
protest against the errors of Nestorius ;4;8 and he 
declared all sentences pronounced by the Patriarch 
against the defenders of the Catholic dognla to be llull 
and void: GÐ N 0"- l\Igr. l\1arct,4
O ,vith the Gallican 
School, docs not see in these facts anything except an 
instance of the suprcme and universal jurisdiction of 
4i.j COllllllOllilorÙtlll S. C)'n"lli, etc. (Op., t. x., p, 86, scq. 
Labbe, t. iii. in COliC. ROIll. [olllra Þ/esloriuJIl, p. 55.+); Frfl,-f:". 
.11locutionls Cæ!trstÙli (Labbe, 1. c., p. 555). 
4;6 h Auctoritate igitur tecum, nostræ Scdis adscita, nostra vice 
usus, hanc c
equ
ris, districto rigorc, sententi.un, ut aut intr.l 
dcce111 dies;. etc. (l;;Pisl. xi. Cæ/cslÙzi Paþæ ad C;'rillzoJl, n. 4. 
Coustant, p, 1106). 
-1;1 l
ph'l. \.ii. ad J(Jilll1leJll, ctc, (Coustant, p. 1107); Eþisl. xiii, 
Cælt'slÙzi Pl1þæ ad ,'''..slorÙoJl (Coustant, p. I I 14, seq.). The 
sentence is in n. I I, p. I 13 0 . 
-liS Coutl's/il/io Cler. COllstflnlÍ1wþ. C01ttra .l.Vestoriu11l (Labbe, 
Con. Eph" t. 
., pt. I, p. 887). 
479 Eþisl. ).Ü-. Cælt's/illi j>t1þæ ad Clt'noll l'1 þoþUll/1Jl COllSttlll- 
/ÙlOþ. (Coustant, p. 1131, seq.). 
4'0 flu LÒllcile Gllllral, 1. ii., ch. iv., n. ii., t. i., p. JiS. 
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the Roman Pontiff. That the facts sUlnnled up here 
are a plain proof of the divine SUpre111acy of the Pope 
no one can deny except Protestants. ,vho shut their eyes 
to the clear lessons of ecclesiastical history. But \ve 
contend further that they are an evident proof of Papal 
Infallibility. In fact, ho\v can it be possible that a Pope 
should inlpose on a Patriarch a profession of faith under 
threat of deposition, unless he \verc infallible in his 
utterances? A Pope acting in this Inanner ".ith the 
consciousness of liability to error, \vould be a tyranical 
despot in the Church. Rut Pope Celestine ,vas conscious 
of the infallibility of his lIlagislcrÙtllt, for he plainly 
ùeclared that his sentence against X estorius ,vas the 
Divine sentence of Christ Himsel(4S1 And the Bishops 
of the Catholic \vorld' regarded this sentence as 
definitive. In fact, it is certain that all the 13ishops of 
the \Vest, of Africa, of lllyricunl, and of Egypt, 
pronounced against N estorius the very condelnnation 
,vhich the Ronlan l)ontiff had decreed in the ROlnan 
Synod. 4s2 The Patriarch of Antioch hinlself, \vho \vas 
an old personal friend of N estorius, as soon as he 
received infonnation froln the Pope of the sentence 
inflicted on the Bishop of Constantinople, hastened to 
exhort hiln to sublnit to \\-hat \,.as denlanded of hinl by 
the ROlllt1.t1 Pontiff. 4s3 l\Ioreover, the Oriental Bishops 
joined \vith John cf Antioch in urging N estorius to 
obey; and the Bishop of ..L\ntioch nlentions their nalnes 
in the letter to N estorius ; 484 so that all the Catholic 
-IS! Eþist. xi. ad C.yri/lu1Jl, 11. 5 (Coust
nt, p. 1107). ,. Ut nota 
sit de co nostra, i1110 Christi no<;tri, di\-ina sententia." 
482 See the docun1cnts in Orsi, Op. cit., 1. i., cap. ix., art. ii., 1. i., 
p. 52, seq, 
4::;3 Eþist. Joannis Antioch. ad .i.YcslOrÙtlll (Cone. Eph., Act. i. 
Labbe, 1. iii" p. 939, scq.). 
4q Ibid., n. Í\r. (Labbc, 1. c., p. 9....4). lie says that he wrote his 
letter in the presence of l11any nishops, who perfectly concurred in 
the sentin1ents which he expressed. 
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Bishops '\'crc in perfect accord \vith the Decree of 
Celestine: and their unaninlOUS reccption of his defi- 
nition, ,vithout the least trace of protest or contradiction, 
constitutes even for the Gallican School the essential 
character of a dognlatic Decree. \Ve may therefore 
conclude that the judgrnent of Celestine against Ncs- 
torius ,\raS clearly recognised as dognlatic, before the 
Council of Ephesus ,vas assenlbled. 
In the rnearHvhile, Nestorius, before receiving infor- 
Ination of the Papal scntcncc, succeeded in persuading- 
the young Enlperor Theodosius to call a General 
Council ,\'hich should settle the controversy. On tht: 
19th of Novell1ber, 430, the Emperor published his 
decree of convocation for an I
cunlenical Synod: 1 s.J Th
 
imperial Sacra, though prornulgated three 1110nths after 
the Decree of Pope Celestine in the H.onlan Council. 
,vas yet posterior to the canonical conlnlunication of 
this Decree to the Patriarch Nestorius. St. Cyril, to 
\VhOll1 the execution of the Papal judgillent \vas con- 
tided, as soon as he received this conlnlission frOlTI the 
I.1ands of the Pope, assclnbled a Provincial Synod in 
4 \lexandria, and in it read the t\\"clve anathemas ,vhich 
he had dra""n up against X estorius, The intinlation of 
the I)apal I..etters to 
 estorius took place about a 
11lonth (according to Garnier),4
G or a fortnight (if 
we follow' the reckoning of Ralutius),4
i after the publi- 
cation of the Sacra of Thcodosius; and this explains 
\vhy 
estorius, in "Titing to Cdestine, 111entions the 
inlpcnding Ecuruenical Council, but Inakcs no nlention 


4-:. Sat.TtZ Imþ. Thcodosii ad L)rillitl/l. In Act. Cone. Eph.. 
pt. i.. cap. xx
i. (Labbe, t. iii" p. 979); Sa.- {l nllt:ra tjllsdt:Jll ad 
Cyril/a/ll. In Act. Cone. Ephes.. cap. xx-xii. (Labbe, t. iii., p. 9 8 3, 
, cq.). 
486 ÐisseJ tilUtt.:U/ll ad Eþis!. l\ cs!orlÏ nd CæÜs!ÙzII III PaþaJIl 
In Gp. :\Iarii 
Iercatoris, p. 84-3, seq. ::\Iigne, P P. LL., t. xlviii.). 
4
; In Cone. Rom. ii., an. -+3 I (Labbe, t. iii.. p. 559\ 
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of the sentence \vhich had been past at Ron1e 111 his 
case. 4ö .3 
'Ve see thcn that De 1\1:arca, Balutius, and Bossuet 
\vere n1istaken in asserting that the authority of the 
inlperial Sacra superseded the sentence pronounced by 
the Pope. 4S9 At the time of the publication of the 
Sacra, no authentic infonnation of the existence of this 
sentence had reached Constantinople; it is therefore 
itnpossible to attribute to the inlperial la\\T the effect 
of superseding a legally non-existent decision. Garnier 
is right in his remark that the Sacra nlay hayc antici- 
pated the sentence, but cannot have superseded it. 
l\lgr. l\laret does not like to carry this point as far as 
is done by De l\larca and Balutius; he does not, indeed, 
reject their àoctrine, but he ilnplies it, nlerely toning 
do\vn sOlllething of its harshness. 4Do But the far.t is, that 
the sentence of the Pope \\-as solelllnly conl111unicated to 
N estorius in the 111etropolis of the Ell1pire sonle ,,-eeks 
after the publication of the Í111perial edict calling the 
Council; and no one then dared to protest against the 
cOlllffiunication, as being an infraction of the imperia
 
la\v; nor did the 
"athers of Ephesus raise the least 
cOll1plaint that the Pope's sentence had been intil11ated 
to the Patriarch of Constantinople after the convocation 
of the Ecull1enical Synod. 4Hl Nevertheless, later on, the 
execution of the sentence ,,-as suspended by the mode- 
ration and the prudence of the Pope hin1sel( St. Cyril, 
on receiving fro 111 the Elnperor the summons for a 
General Council, applied to Pope Celestine for instruc- 
tions as to the period already fixed for the execution of 


48
 Eþist. iYeslorii ad Cæ!cslÙzlt III Paþalll
. lnt. Eþisl. Cæ!t:stÙzi 
Paþæ, n. xv. (Coustant, p. 1147, seq,). 
489 r , --7 ' (" d. 1: Þ I . . .. 
Dt' L,OJlCOrllla ùacer . et Ill.. . n-., cap. 1\P., sec. 1., t. 1." 
p. 230, seq. Parisiis, 1663. 
490 flu COllcilc Gbllral, I. ii., ch. iv., 11. iii., t. i., p. 181, scq. 
491 See Cone. Eph., Act. i. (Labbe, t. iii., p. 1047, seq.). 
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t.he sentence of deposition against Kcstorius; and also 
,vith regard to the nlanner in \\-hich the accused ought 
to be received in the Council. 492 Celcstine '\Tote to 
the Patriarch in such a Inanner as to make him fully 

nvare of his charitablc and gencrous intention to,vards 
N estorius. fIe renlinded St. Cyril of the ,vords of the 
Scripture, in which it is said that God does not \vish 
the death of any sinner, but, on the contrary, his 
conversion, On this account he consented to prorogue 
the execution of his sentence, because of the great desire 
".hich he felt for the peace of the Church and for the 
salvation of the heresiarch,4!';; But Celestine never 
thought for a 1110111ent that the sentence pronounced in 
thc H..onlan Synod ""as to be reconsidered or examined 
by the EClllnenical Synod, by ".hich it should be 
refornled if necessary. Let us look at instructions given 
by hinl to the Legates ,\rho '\-ere appointed to preside in 
his place in the Ephesine Council. " You," he said 
in the CO//l1ll0/tÏtOl Ílt/lt ,,,hich he gave to them, "nlust 
defcnd the authority of the ....\postolic See, and attcnd 
thc Council. If a controversy should arise aluong the 
11'athcrs, it belongs to you to pass sentence on their 
judglllcnts, but you shall never subn1Ît to entcr into 
argunlent ,vith them." 4!H 
 or "'cre these instructions 
concealed fro 111 the kno".lcdge of the Fathers; for in 
his Lettcr to the Prclatcs asselnbled in J
phesus, the 
Pope distinctly declarcs, that he had ::;ent his Legates 
to the Council, that .. thcy should be present at all the 
discussions, and faithfully cxccute the Decrees ,,-hich he 
had alrcady enactcd," and u to ,,'hich," he adds, "he \vas 
sure that they (the F'athcrs of Ephcsus) \vould give their 


..

 See Eþis!. xvi. CæÜslÙli ad (yrillll1Jl, n. :! (Coustant, 
pp. I I ;0, I 15 I). The letter of St. Cyril to the Pope is lost. 
4
1:': l:pist. )"xi. cit., 1. c. 
.191 Cl)11l1ll0l11l01 Ù{m }'aþt.c Ct.?/c:sti/li (Coustant, p. I IS:!). 
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consent."4D
 Cclestine therefore did not regard his 
decision as in any ".ay liablc to be refornlcd; but, on 
the contrary, he looked on it as the pattern to \\"hich the 
Synod should conforn1 its o".n sentence. In other 
,\pords, the infallible Head of the Church had pro- 
nounced his judgment, and the 111enlbers \\'cre bound 
to sho\v their perfect concurrence. \Ve have here another 
instance of "'hat ,vc have rcnlarked in the history of the 
Councils both of Kicæa and of Constantinople. The 
Roman Pontiff neither \vithdre\\p his sentence, nor 
subn1Ïtted it to the Episcopal body that it luight be 
sanctioned by them. lIe only granted a prolongation 
of the period granted to the heretic for retractation and 
subn1ission, in the hope that the unanimous and the 
solemn profession of faith, Inade by all the Catholic 
Bishops sitting in General Synod, ,yould either brin
 
the heretical Patriarch to better sentin1ents, or check his 
hypocritical artifices, and ,,'rest from hin1 and his follo\\rerS 
the \veapons \vhich they had used against the Church. 
IV1gr. IVlaret,4!)G like l
ossuet before hinl,4D7 and all 
the Gallican supporters of the supremacy of the Ecu- 
111enical Councils, expresses surprisc that the Fathers of 
Ephesus gave K estorius the honourable titles usually 
employed in speaking of Bishops in that age; and he 
concludes that the Cóuncil nlade no account of the 
sentence pronounced by the Pope. But there is no 
ground for ".ondcr that K estorius "ras received by the 
Synod of Ephesus ,,'ith the titles and the honours due 
to a Bishop. I-Ie ,va<; still a Bishop. The Pope hitnself 
had granted a delay of tile tern1S fixed in his sentence. 
and had expressly allo\\'ed him to be received in the 
.l\sselnbly of the Bishops as a Bishop. Therefore ,vc 


-I!):; Epis!. xxiii. Cælt's!Ùti ad COlIC. Eþhcs, TI. 5 (Coustant, 
p. 1162); Cone. Eph., Act. ii. (Labbe, t. iii., pp. 1146, 1147). 
4Ð(; flu COllcile Géll/ral. 1. ii., ch. iv., 11. iv., p. 184. 
497 DifeJlsio D,:cl. Cltïi Callicl1lli, pt. ii., 1. xii" cap. xii., p. I6ï- 
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111ust conclude that the Synod acted in accordance \vith 
the instructions ,,'hich thc I)opc had comnllu1Ïcated to 
its president. St. Cyril. 13ut the Synod of I
phesus, 
:\Igr. 1\Iaret considers, like the ,,"hole body of Gallican 
\vriters, rigorously exan1Ïned the cause of Nestorius 
before pronouncing its sentence; it acted as a suprenlc 
tribunal; and if it sanctioned Celestinc's sentence, it 
,,"as because, after exatnination, it found the sentence 
just. 4 !)ö This old difficulty has already received a 
sufficient ans\\"er, both frotn other "Titers, and fron1 ,vhat 
is said in thc preceding section of this book, The 
Bishops in Council are indeed true judges of faith; 
therefore they nlust necessarily study the question set 
before them, search all possible docun1ents, and inquire 
deeply into the \vhole controversy before pronouncing 
their final sentence. But this does not prove that the 
judgtncnt already pronounced by the Pope is susceptible 
of any correction or any control ,vhatever at the hands 
of the Bishops. The :Fathers sitting in a General 
Council keep beforc them as a guidc in their researches 
the doctrine defined by the Popc, and they exarnine the 
whole controversy, becanse it is their business to confute 
the heretics, and confirnl and justify before thc \\Torld 
the doctrinc defined by the Roman !)ontift: This 
doctrine is clearly seen in the Acts of the Council of 
Ephesus. \Vhen the Pontifical Legates arrived at the 
place of rl1eeting, one of them, nanlcd Projectus, having 
laid before the Council the friendly Letter addressed to 
the Fathers by Pope Celestine, spoke as follo\vs: " Your 
I-Ioliness should consider thc forn1 of the Letter of the 
holy Pope Celestine, that you nlay order to be exe- 
cuted \vhatcver he has already defined, according to the 
rule of the con1nlon faith."4ot) To ,,-honl Firnlus, Bishop 
4f1S Du CondIe: G/uéral. 1. c., p. J S 5, scq.; Dl:fC:llSio Deel. CIeri 
.;allit:alli, 1. c., eapp. xi.-xiii., p. 16-t-, seq. 
49'J Cone. Ephcs., A(4\:. ii. (Labbe, t. iii., p, J 1.1.]). 
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of Cæsarea, replied in the naille of the \\-hole Council: 
"The Apostolic and holy See of Celestine, n10st holy 
13ishop, by the Letters ,,-hich it sent to us has already 
prescribed the sentence and the rule to be follo\ved in 
the present affair. vVhich fonn indeed \\Te have folIo\ved 
and executed by pronouncing the canonical and Apos- 
tolical judgl11ent against 
estorius."500 This General 
Council therefore regarded the sentence of Pope Celes- 
tine as the leading principle by \vhich they \\Tre to be 
guided, and frol11 \vhich they could not possibly deviate 
if they \vould avoid being nlisled. 1'hc Fathers of 
I
phesus felt then1selves under a moral necessity to 
follo\v the decision of the Pope, because Celestine's 
judgn1ent \\"as to then1 a rule of faith. This is the 
rcason ,,"hy they mentioned it in passing their sentence 
of cOlldell1nation upon N estorius. In this sentence they 
òeclare that they are h necessitated" (Y..a':"'&<;;"E/%
ÉlI.E;) "by 
the Canons as ,,-ell as by the Letter of their 1110st holy 
liather Celestine." 501 .t\nd on this forn1 of expression 
\ve relnark, first, that the Decree of thc Pope is classed 
011 the sa1l1C level \vith the Canons and the rules of the 
Church. Again, that it is considered as possessing the 
sanle authority ,,"ith thenl. Further, the Letter of the 
Roman Pontiff could not have necessitated an Ecu- 
n1enical Council to enact a Decree of faith, unless it had 
contained an infallible dogl11atic definition, nor unless it 
\vas considered as an infallible utterance by the Synod 
itself. But the Acts of the Council afford us another no 
Jess convincing proof of the samc point. \Vhen the 
Letters of Pope Celestine \\'ere read, all the assen1bled 
Fathers unanin10usly testified thcir respect. And in 
ans\ver, Philip, one of the Papal Legates, addressed the 
Synod as fo110\,"5: "\\T e thank the holy and venerable 


[,00 Cone. Ephes., .Act. ii. (I. c.). 
601 Cone. Ephcs., Act. i. (Labbe, 1. c" p. rOi7). 
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Synod that. the l..etters being read to you of our holy 
and most blessed Pope, you united yourselves to that 
holy I lead by your holy ,.oices and exclan1ations. as 
holy Jnembers to thcir holy J Iead.":i02 It is clear that 
the 111eaning of the Papal Legate in these ,,'ords ""as 
that the }'athers of Ephcsus had givcn sufficient proof 
()f being trusty 111elnbers of the 1\1 ystical Body of Christ. 
because they subn1itted \\'ithout the least difficulty to 
the Letters of Pope Cclcstine. No\v if their ready 
adhesion to the }'ontiff's Decree is an evid
nt token 
()f thcir bcing true followers of Christ, any disagreelnent 
,\"ould ha ve been a proof of the opposite, Thcir 
submi
sion then \\-as nothing else but the fulfihllcnt of a 
strict obligation, Rut ho\\- can it possibly be a duty, 
a divine duty, to subluit to a dogn1atical Decree, 
unless this Decrce is infallible? Especially "Then the 
subject of this obligation is an Ecumenical Council. 
by \vhich the ,,,hole teaching body of the Church is 
fully represented, 'rhose ,\"ho deny Papal Infallibility 
think that they can escape the cogency of this argulTIent 
by saying that the reason ,,-hy the Fathers of Ephesus 
felt obliged to agree \,"ith Celestine's Letters \\'as, that 
they found then1 to contain the true Apostolic doctrine, 
fhe ans""cr is gi\'cn to this objection by the very .L'\cts 
I)f the Second Session of the Synod. \ Vhen the Papal 
Legate, Philip. had prunounced the \,,"oreIs "Thich ""c have 
quot
d, Thcodotus, Bishop of ...:\ncy:ra, said in the nalTIe 
of the "Thole Council: ".l\lmighty God has lnanifestly 
:-;hOWI1 by the Letters uf the 1110St holy Bishop Celestine 
read here, that the sentence of the Council \vas just.";;o:,; 
NO\\T the purport of these ,,"ords is that the l..etters of 
Celestine contained a rule of faith; therefore, since the 
j uelgn1ent of the Council \vas found (0 be in conforn1ity 
\\ ith this rule. the justice of the sentence ,,-as secured; 
:,02 Cone. Ephes.. 
\ct. ii. (Labbe, 1. e" p, I 150). 

OJ Ibid,. I. e, 
o 
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for a rule of faith is not liable to error. According then 
to the persuasion of the }:;'athers of Ephesus, not only 
'vas the Pope's decision infallible, but it ,vas also the 
infallible guide of their judgnIcnts, ,vhich ,,?ere certain to 
be true and just if in perfect conformity ,vith the Papal 
declaration, But besides this, it had also been declared 
by the Bishop of Cæsarea, in the nanIe of the \vhole 
Synod, that the Letters of the Pope exhibited the rule 
of faith ,,?hich they \yere bound to fo 11 o'v, and \vhich 
they really follo,,'ed. And further, the very formula in 
,vhich Nestorius ,vas condenlned is a ne\v instance in 
favour of this view". 
Let us. conclude. The Synod of Ephesus, far 
fronl bearing unfavourably on the doctrine of Papal 
Infallibility, is in truth a splendid InonUlnent in its 
support. The heresy of :N estorius ,,?as condemned by 
the infallible sentence of the Pope; and the Fathers of 
J
phesus, though acting as judges of faith, ,vere really 
the faithful executors of his definition. 



SECTION X. 


PAP.\L IXFALLTBILITY .\l'\D THE FOURTH AXD 
FIFTH ECu,rEXICAL COUXCILS. 
I
 the history of heresy \\"C frequently meet \"ith cases 
\\"here one error springs out from another directly 
opposite error. ]
utychianisln, and all the series of 
heresies \\-hich arose frorn it, \vas certainly the offspring 
ùf Ncstorianislll. r\S Nestorius denied the unity of 
Person in Christ, so Eutyches and his follo\vers rejected 
the doctrine that Christ in I-lis Humanity had the 
same essence as ether men, and consequently they 
11laintained that the nature of the flesh of Christ no 
longer existed after its union \\"ith the Godhead. In 
this rnanner the \\'hole econonlY of the Incarnation \vas 
Jestroyed by the heresy of Eutyches no less than by 
that of his predecessor. 
estorius reduced the rnystery 
of the Incarnation to a moral association of the \Vord 
of God \\'ith an adoptive nlan. Eutyches turned it into 
an absorption, a change, or a n1Ïngling of the human 
nature, by or \vith thc Deity. But as Popc Celcstine con- 
ùernned and defeated the heresy of N estorius, so Leo the 
Great checked that of Eutyches, and gave to the \vhole 
Church the most lun1Ïnous exposition of the dogma of 
Incarnation, \vhich Bossuet hinlself qualified as ., divine, 
qui a fait l'admiration de toute la tcrn..".":Jo.J 
As early as 4..t.8, \\"hen the He\\" error of Eutyches 
began to spread in the Eastern pro\"inces, and to 


óO-l Ilis!. des rtlrÙ:tiolls, 1. :\iii. ,.Op.. t. i\"', p. 679. Edit. of 
(86 3). 


o 2 



2I
 


7Ïte lllfallibili!)' of the ]>O/,l'. 


thrcaten the Church \\.jth HC\\" scandals and schislns, 
Fla\-ian, Patriarch of Constantinople, assembled a 
Synod in that Hlctropolis, that the nc\\- heresy Inight 
be exan1Ìned and condcn1ned, I
utyches obstinatcl) 
refused to retract his doctrine, \yhich \"as found 
contrary to the revcaled doglna 
 he \\"as thercfor<.: 
anathetnatiscd, depri\'cd of his office, and rcjected fron1 
the Church. Then the holy Patriarch addressed hilllself 
to the H..otnan Pontifi
 requc
ting hitn to pronouncc at 
once his sentence against the nc\\' heresiarch, as Pope 
Celestine had before conde111n(:cll\ estorius. "The cause," 
he said to the Pope, "needs ()nly your consent and 
support. If you const.:nt you \\Till restore everything to 
tranquillity and peace. Thus the hcresy ,vhich arose, 
and the factions \\"hich originated frolll it, ,\Till. ,,-ith 
G:od's help, be easily exploded by your Letter
. i\eithcr 
\\'ill there be any need of a General Council, \\Thich is 
spoken of, anù the Churches ,yill be able to renlain in 
peace." ;)0;. These \yords exhibit Patriarch ]1'1a vian as 
helieying in Papal Infallibility, l:or. had he held the 
opinion that the Pope's decision did not carry ,,"ith 
it an infallible authority. he ,,'oulcl not haye said that 
the Papal Letters ,,'ould be sufficient to stop the rising 
heresy and to bring the Church to a state of peace. Pope 
L,eo. \\-ho had repeatedly proclailned the inf
llibility of 
the Papal teachin
, \\Tote on that occasion his adnlirable 
I..etter to the Patriarch, in ,,'hich in the n10st \yonderful 
Inanner h
 set forth the ,,-hole doctrine and econolny 
of the Incarnation, and definiti\-cly cOndel11l1ed the 
errors of Eutychcs: íÚG But the l
lnperor 'fheodosius, 
yieldil1g- tü the suggestions of the eunuch Chrysantius. 
and of Dioscorus, the ull,,'orthy successor of St. Cyril, 


,".0;' Eþls!. j'lcl'i-,ÙllÛ ad LC(Juem PaþtlJu. In Aetis Cone. ChaIccd" 
pt. i. (Labbe, t. i\-., p, 77 8 ). 
;")G Epis!. xxdii. LeOlus j'aþti' ad I<ïa7'ÙlIllllll (Üp" t. i" p. 801, 
,-;cq,); in Act. ii. Cone. Chalced. (Labbe. p. I
I-t, scq.;. 
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h(.1(1 already callell a General Synod in ]
phesus, and 
intrusted to it the \vholc controversy.:,07 Pope l...eo did 
not object to the convocation of the Council, although 
he declared to the Enlperor that he judged it quite 
unnecessary.GOS Ire clppointed Legates of his 0\\'11 to 
preside at the Synod, and presented to the Fathers his 
dogluatical l..cttcr to Fla\ ian, (.lS the safe rule of their 
deternl i nations.:io:' 
It cannot be doubted that St. Leo regardcd his 
doglnatical l..ettcr as all infallible utterance of his 
Pontifical lIlagz"s/crÙt1Jl,:'lO In fact, in it he in1posed on 
l
utrches, as an absolute condition to avoid final con- 
demnation, that hc hinlsclf should condcnln his crrors 
\vithout reserve, dnd dcclare that in cvery particular 
he ùdopted the decision \dlich Leo had pronounced.:' l1 
A \nù Eutyches had alrcady subluitted hinlself to the 
condition inlposed on hinl, and had fOr\\'arded to the 
Pope a Libclllls to th3.t cffect. (;vcn before the Synod 
111et at ]
phesus.::;l
 :\Ioreover, in Lco's Letter to the 
Fathers of l
phcsus. quoted abovc, he expressly inti- 
n1at
s that his decisions nlust be exccutcd; that the 
Fathcrs \\"cre not to exanline thc doctrincs of l
utyches, 


;,0; J:pist. imþ. Th{'odoxii ad Pro,,-bllll 1'roc. .1.fÙr. 111. \ctis 
S) n. Chalced.. Act. i. 
Labbe. t. i\-., p. 879, seq.). 

 1:pist. ad IlIlp. Fht"odosÙllll. In pt. i. Act. Conc. Chalced., 
n. :\.vii. (Labbe, p. 8o
). 
.;Q!I l:pist. '\.:\.\iii. ad j-ltl7.'Ítlllltlll, n. \'i. (Up.. t. i., p. 836, seq. 
Edit. Ball.), et l:pist. '\.xi:\.. ad ThCtJd. imp. (I. c,. p, 8-lo. seq.). 
'-'11) On this point we disagree with lldlannine. who regards 
Pope Leo.s doglnatical Letter as 1nerely an instruction sent to 
the Council (/Jc Cond/ii ..:1 11ft,. 1. ii., cap. xi'\.,). 
úll l'pist. :\.:>...\'iii. S. I.t.'ollis Papillll tld l"ltl'i'ÙlIlIlIll, cap. \ i. (1. c" 
p. 836. I n Labbe, 1. c" pt. i. - \ct.. p. ï9D). 
5U Lpist. ",x:-..iii. S. LÙ}llis Pilþæ ad .";)'llOdulIl l:pht'sinfllll, 
cap. ii. \ 0p" t. i,. p. 867, ct Labbe, t. i\"., p. 798). .. (2uod etiaIn 
in libello quem ad nos 111iserat cst professus spondcns per Olnnia 
nostram sc secutunnn esse sentcntiam:' See :lls0 i:pisl. x'\i:\.. tld 
Int.."odo.filt III flllp.. 1. cit., p. 8-l J. 
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but to conde11111 thenl only, as pestiferous and heretical; 
that they \yerc not to grant pardon to the heretic 
unless he should nlake full and solemn recantation of 
his heresy by "'ord of n10uth, and in \vriting; in 
accordance \yith \\'hat he had already promised. 51 :; 
Pope Leo, then, did not consider his Letter as reform- 
able by the Synod of l
phesl1s, or as of doubtful 
authority, so as to stand in need of support and 
strength to be received fronl a General Synod; but, on 
the contrary. he regarded the Synod as bound to. 
execute his orders and to enforce his Dccrees. 
At this point of the argunlent. certain ,,'ords of Leo's 
Lettcr to the Council are brought up by Bossuet 514 as 
an objection; and l\lgr. l\Iarct,:-.I:". as usual, follo\vs in the 
steps of his predecessor. l'he \vords are-" Ut pleniore 
judicio olunis possit error aboleri,"=>lG l\Igr. l\Iaret 
reluarks-" Ces parolcs Be sClublcnt à elles seules pas 
prouycr qui Saint I.Jéon plaçait rautorit
 dernière et 
absolue dans Ie concert du Papc ct des ]
vêqucs?" In 
his \\'ork ?\lgr. l\larct is contcnt to repeat literally "'hat 
is found in the Dcfi'llsio IJcclaratiollis, and he takes no 
notice ,dlatevcr of the counter obselTations of Cardinal 
Orsi, 1\1 uzzarelli, and others, .f\nù yet this ,,-riteI' 111akes 
profession that he intcnds in particular to refute the 
t\\"O volul11cS of :i\Iuzzarelli, \d1Ïch, it ,,"ould appear, he 
has scarcely seen. The Inethod adopted by our 
opponents, of ignoring ,,"hat has been said on our 
side of the controversy, forces us, at the risk of being 


513 Eþist. xxxiii. S, LèOJlÙ Paþa' ad COile. r..phes., cap. ii., 1. c. 
,. Hoc est ut prin1itus pcstifero errore dmnnato. ctialn de ipsius, qui 
impruclcnter erravit. restitutione tractetur; si tamen doctrinam 
\"eritatis an1plectens, sensus hæreticos lluibus Ì1nperitia ejus fuerit 
irretita. plene aperteque propria voce et subscriptione dalnnayerit." 
:;14 Defälsio Deel. CIeri Gall., pt. ii" 1. xii., cap. XV., p. 1]'2. 
51:; Du COJlcile GlJl/rlll, 1. ii., ch. Y., n. ii.. t. i" p. :!O-l. 
1:16 E "!.' ... .. I 
ó) '}:'lst. XXX111., cap. 11., . c. 
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\vearisol1le, to repeat the sanlC point again and again, 
l\Igr. l\Iaret's style of argunlcnt Inight be excused in a 
Protestant \\Titer, \vho could not be expected to under- 
stand the doctrine of Papal Infallibility; but a Catholic 
Prelate ought not to affect ignorance of the existence 
of arguIuents \\Oith \vhich he nlust be \"ell acquainted. 
As it is, \,.e BUIst repeat \,-hat \,-e said in our eighth 
5cction, \Vhen a nc,,- heresy has arisen, and ,,-hen thc 
truth to \\Ohich it is opposed has been defined by a 
dogInatic utterance of the l{,olnan See, no need exists 
for a General Council to assenlble for the purpose of 
enlightening Catholics and leading them into the path 
of truth, Under such circunlstances, a General Council 
cannot be necessary, or even useful, except for the sake 
of heretics, that their efforts may be frustrated by the 
unanimous judgn1ent of the \\'hole Church assembled in 
Synod, That judglnent has such a solemnity anù 
obvious strength as to confound the enen1Ïes of Christ, 
and either to convert theIn, or at least to depri\.e theIu 
of the po\ver of doing nlischief, 'rhis is the Ineaning 
of the 1& pleniore judicio," In fact, St. Leo does not 

ay "ut pleniore judicio possit ,"critas cognosci" or 
"credi," but "ut pleBiore judicio possit error abolerio" 
He speaks evidently of the SOlenlI1 judgment of the 
General Synod as a Blost efficacious n1eans to check 
and destroy heresy, ...-\nd in the ,"ery saIne Letter he 
authoritatively COII11Uands the l;athers of Ephesus to 
condemn the error of Eutyches, and not to absolvc the 

lcretic unless he made an explicit recantation of his 
error, If the \,"ords of the Pope are understood in the 
sense of l\Igr. l\Iaret and of the Gallican School, he could 
not have intinlatcd these orders to the Council before 
llaving secured its unaninlous consent. ::\Ioreover, in a 
Lettcr addressed about the saIne time to the Enlperor 
Theodosius, he expresses hilnsclf in the clearest tern1S. 
He says that the Elnperor "constituit Synodale judi- 
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CiUIl1 ut inlperito scni ea, in qua nin1Ïs caligat, veritas 
innotescat."!)lÏ ,/\..ncI in the saIne I....etter he adds that 
he had fuBy eXplained in the J
pistle addressed to the 
Patriarch :Flavian C( quod Catholica l
cclesia univcr- 
saliter de Sacralnento Don1Ínicæ lncarnationis credat 
et doceat." Again, in t,,"O l..ctters inscribed to the 
Enlpress Pulcheria filS he conveys the sanle teaching. In 
another addressed to J ulianus, Bishop of Cos, he speaks 
in the sanIC sense as before, and openly says that he 
had set forth in his clogn1atical l....ctter to lìlavian ,vhat 
has been handed dO\\ìI by divine tradition, and "'hat he 
\\Tould ahyays Ùn'ariabl.y teach,;'!';) 11'inally, in a Letter 
fOf\varded to the ArchinIanùrites of Constantinople, 
\vhilc alluding to the Synod ,,-hich ,,-as to Illeet at 
J
phesus, he actually anathelnatises all \\-ho should 
folIo\\' the doctrine of ]
utyches.;':w 1'hcse citations are 
Inore than sufficient to prove that St. Leo r
garded the 
Connci1 of Ephesus as being by no ll1eans necessary 
to give an infallible authority to the Catholic c1ognla, 
already defined in his I...etter to Patriarch Flavian, 
...\..11 kno\v ,,"hat \\'as the result of the fanl0tlS Synod 
of I
phesus, \yhich antiquity deservedly stiglnatised 
\vith the title of Council of Robbers (LatrocÙ1Ùtlll 
hplu:SÙlll1ll).fJ'21 Pope I.-co, \\"hile deploring the evils of 
the Church and the apparent triulnph of heresy in the 
l
ast, by his inlnlovcabIe finnness and inflexible courage, 
saved the Oriental Church. already on the brink of ruin, 


.jI, li:þist. xxix. ad Thcot!osÙIJIl Illlt. (1. c., p. 840). 
518 I
pist. xxx. et ),.xxi. S. Leo tis j)aþ(t"' ad j>ulchl'rÍtllll ,..lllgUS- 
taJJl (I. c., p. 84ï, seq., p. 853, seq. 111 Labbe, pt. i, Act. Conc. 
Chalced" n11. xi., xii., pp. 79 J, ï94). 
"19 } './-," / " d 'J 1 0 l - þ , C 'o .. (1 
ó) ....ylS . ),.XXIV. a Ii ltlJ/ll/Jl ..:... U[. (JOiSt/II, cap. ll. . c.. 
p. 870. In Labbe, 1. co, 11. yiii" p. 783). 
520 IijJist, xxxii. ad Falls/ulIl ct Rcliquos _4n:hÙ/l, CO/lstall/Ùzoþ. 
(1. c., p. 860, seq. In Labbe, 1. C., 11. ix., p. 787). 
521 Libcratus, Rrc'viarÙoll HÙt. ]Çcs/. t't L:l/I)'l"h., cap. ).ii. 
,)1ignc, }> P. LL.. t. l:n-iii., p. J 003. scq.). 
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and secured the trilunph of the Catholic òoglna. The 
childish and stubborn l
lnperor Theodosius having 
confinncd \\'ith an edict the heretical decisions of 
Ephesus, and having refused to allo\v another Council 
to be asselnbled in Italy, as St. Leo requested, the 
Pope, after having solelnnly conden1ned in a Ronlan 
Synod the La!; OCillÙlI1l of l
phcsus, sent his dogmatical 
Letter all over the Church, J lis purpose \\'as that all 
\\'ho had been induced by fcar to reject its doctrine 
T11ight have an opportunity of recanting, and that it 
Inight receive the signatures of all the Bishops. And it 
did, in fact, receive the subscriptions of the \vhole Epis- 
copal body, \\'ith the exception of Dioscorus and of a 
fe\y 
lITIong his principal partisans; so that St. Leo had 
no longer any reason to be anxious for the convocation 
of a General Council as a nleans of healing the \\rounds 
4)f the Church; especially \\.hen 
Iarcian and Pulcheria 
had taken the heln1 of the EITIpire, and by their virtues 
guaranteed the security and trilunph of the faith,5

 
But before touching on the Council of Chalcedon, \\'hich 
the ne\v l
nlperor pressed the Pope to asscn1ble for the 
sake of the Catholic faith, it is itnportant to inquire ho\\' 
far the dognlatical Letter of St. Leo to Flavian \\'as 
looked upon in the Church as an irrefornlable definition 
before that Council asselubled, \Yhen once this point 
is established in the af-firn1ative, luany objections urged 
in the nlattcr by the Gallican School 1l1ust fall to 
the ground. 
No\\', before the Synod of Chalccdon, nearly the 
\\'hole Church had signed the Letter of St. Leo. In 
fact, in 450, .Anatolius, the ne\v Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, having asselllbled a Synod in the capital, he and 
.all the Bishops there present signed the Letter in the 


:.
2 Eþisi. h:\xiii. ad JfllrcilllllllJl bJlþ" cap. ii. (Op., L c" 
p. 10-1-7). 
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presence of the Pontifical Legates. 523 But Inany of the 
Eastern Bishops having been absent, the Letter ,vas 
sent to all and each of them, and it received their- 
signatures. 52 -l l\Ioreover, the Patriarch of Antioch, ,vith 
all the Bishops of his Patriarchate, signed it also, as St, 
Leo himself says in a Lettcr to Paschasinus. 525 And 
\ye can surely affirnl that the greatest part of the 
Eastern Church signed the docl1nlent, for the Pope is 
able to inform l\natolius that all the Oriental Bishops 
had given it their signatures ;5:!6 and, nloreover, in the 
Synod of Chalcedon, ,,-hen the Letter ,,-as publicly 
read, all the Bishops solenlnly declared that they had 
already signed it, and that, consequently, it did not 
,vant any change or correction.;J2i As to the Bishops 
of the \\T estern provinces, they had already adhered to 
the decisions of St. Leo fronl the tinle of the first 
Synod held by hinl in Ronle against I
utrches, For 
the rest, Ì\YO docunlents are still preserved to us \yhich 
speak most clearly upon the subject: the first regards 
the Church of 1\Iilan, the other concerns the Gallican 
Church; and both bear \vitness to the infallible authority 
of the Pope. 52S The Gallican Church dre\\' up on this 
occasion an admirablc confession in fa\-our of the Papal 
doctrine. It spcaks of the Letter of the Pope as a 
symbol of faith, \yhich every Catholic ,yould engrave in 


523 Conc, ConstantinopoIitanmn ii.. an. ..J.50 (Labbe, t. iv.. p. 751). 
5
4 Conc. Chalccdon., Act. i,'. (Labbe, 1. c., p- 1435). 
525 Eþis!. lxxxviii., cap. iii. (Op., 1. c.. p. 1059). 
52(; Eþist. AJllltolii ad Le01lCJ1' Paþa1ll (Intcr S. Leonis Epist.,. 
n. xci., 1. c., p. 1066). .. I psc indicare dignatus sis quod in susci- 
picnda Catholic a fidc et dalnnatione Eutychis atquc N estorii 
on1nes Orientales subscripserint Sacerdotcs." 
527 Conc. Chalced., Act. ii. (Labbe, 1. c" p. 1207). 

::!8 Eþist. Eusebii J1fcdiolallt'1Zsis ad LC01zel1z Paþalll (xcyii. intcr 
Epist. S. Leonis. Op., 1. c., p. 1080, seq.); S)"lOdictl Eþisc. Gall. 
ad LCOJleJll PaþalJl (xcix. inter S. Leonis Epist. Op., 1. c., p. I IOi ,. 
scq,) . 
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his mind, in order to destroy the errors of the heretics,5::!J 
.. 1'0 your <.1octrinc," they .said, "after God, the Faithful 
O'\"C, that they ll1ay firnlly hold \"hat they already 
believed; the faithless O\VC also 
o it, that, being 
enlightcned ".ith the brightness of the Apostolical 
instruction, and having kno\\.n thc truth, they may 
\':ithdra". fronl their pcrfidy and quit thc darkness of 
their error, in order to follo\v and believe \vhat Christ 
our Lord has taught through your lips on the Inystery 
of His Incarnation." Such ,vas the persuasion of the 
,,"holc Church ,,"ith regard to thc dognlatical and infal- 
lible charactcr of Leo's Lcttcr before the Council of 
Chalcedon. The documents. ,,'hich \\Pc have in hand, 
pro,pc that thc grc(.ltest part of the Church had signed 
the Pope's Definition, And, on the other side, no 
protest, no reclalnatiol1, no exception \vhate\rcr is 
recorded; and the absence of further documcnts bearing 
other signaturcs does not in itsclf ilnply any kind of 
opposition against it. 1\Ioreo\.cr, ""e are infornlcd that 
the Letter \vas conllnunicated to all the Bishops of the 
Catholic Church, and the expressions of the Fathers of 
Chalcedon, that" all had signed it," ùo not allo\\" us to 
admit any exccption, at least of thc slightest inlportance, 
unless pro\Pcd by positi\re docunlcnts. \ V e Inay, then, 
safely conclude that the dognlatical Letter of Pope Leo 
to Flavian \,pas universally regarded as containing an 
infallible dognla of faith, evcn before the Council of Chal- 
ccdon \\ as assclnblcc1. '[he Gallican School, if faithful 
to thcir principles, should not repudiate this conclusion. 
But 
Igr. 
laret, follo\ving in the steps of the Dcfi:llsio 
DcclarlltiOllis CIeri Catlicalli, thinks that it C(.lnnot be 
said that the ll1ajority of the Bishops had signed the 
Letter of St. Leo; and, luorcover, hc Inaintains that 
the signatures which it received are due to a careful 
529 SYJlodic,-'l EþiSt--. Gall. ad LeOllelJl Paþa11t (xcix. inter S. 
Leonis Epist. Gp., cap. ii., p. 1108). 
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cxan1Ïnation nladc by thCIll of its doctrine. 5jO But all 
the Oriental Bishops and those of the ROlnan Synod in 
44 8 , signcd the Letter of the Pope; and therefore, even 
if the letters of the Churches of France and 
Iilan did 
not arrive before the n1eeting at Chalcedon, \\
e must 
say that the lllajority of the Church ,,-as then C011111litted 
to St. Leo's Letter. Bcsides this, no one can entertain 
thc least doubt ,,-ith regard to the rest of the \\T cstern 
Church. If, in its \\'hole or in any of its province
, 
the \ Vest had disagreed frolll the sentence pronounced 
in l{onle by its o,\-n Patriarch and Pope, \\TC should 
ha,.e had at least sonIC rccord of the circulnstance in 
the Letters of St. I....eo. But he never n1akes the nlost 
distant allusion to any dissent on th
ir side, nor to an) 
of his I-",cgates being intrusted \\"ith the I1lission of 
l'econciling dissentients aIl10ng theln. This \\"as done for 
the ]
astern Church alone, 
 \nd yet all the Oriental 
Bishops signcd his Lettcr. Thus, if \ye put thenl 
together \\.ith the Prelates of the \ Vest, ,,-e have a full 
Inajority of the Church standing for St. I"eo's dogn1a- 
tical Letter. The Il1inority, under the influence of 
Dioscorl1s and a fe,,,, other Bishops, ,,-ere condelÎ1ned 
cvery,,,herc by Provincial Synods, and ,,"ere held 
cvery\yhere as hcretics, ::\1 gr. 
Iaret has, then, no 
ground to assert that .. ricH n 'est plu
 gratuite que 
l'assertion intéresséc dcs théologiens qui soutiennent 
que la Lcttrc de Saint l..,éon avait, avant l'ouverturc 
tIu Concile de Chalcédoine, l'adhésion de rl
gIisc univcr- 
selle,'J 331 In order to substantiate his assertion, ::\Igr, 
:\1arct ought to pro\-c that the faction of Dioscorus in 
450 and 451 "'as, at least apparently, as largc as the 
party attached to St. I..eo's Letter. But all the docun1ents 
of the age arc against this suggestion. .L\.gain, ::\Igr, 
)Iaret is n1Ïstaken \vhen he states that thc Lettcr of St. 


f):m DIt COllcilc G/n/ral, 1. ii" eh. Y., n. yi., t. i" p. :2:23. seq. 
531 Ibid., 1. e. 
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1..eo \'"as signed e,"cl")'\\"here because, after exanlination, 
it ,vas found to conform \\'ith the doctrinal tencts of the 
Fathers. J Ie argues tlnl
 on account of the exalnination 
nlentioncd in the Synod of ConstantinolJlc. But thi
 
proves nothing; (r.) bccause, in order that a Papal 
decision Inay be synodically rccei,"cd and signcd by 
the Episcopal body, it nUlst be synodically exanlined ; 
not. indecd, \\'ith a vic\\. to decide \\'hcther or not it 
should be acccptcd, but in order that thc adhcsion of 
the Synod Inay be judicial and \\'ith full kno\\'lcdge of 
the cause. Thcrefore \\"hat is IncIÜioned in Constanti- 
noplc nlust havc taken place only at l\Iilan. and in 
thc Churches of Gaul, ctc. (
,) :\Ioreovcr, thc Synod 
\\-as held and thc exanlination of the Lcttcr \\'as l11adc 
at the request of thc Popc hiInself, \\'ho scnt his Legates 
for that very purpose to Constantinoplc,;;;

 St. Leo kne\\- 
\\"(:11 that r\natolius had been pronlotcd by Dioscorus to 
thc patriarchal sce. and that he \\-as by no nleans deserv- 
ing of unlilÍlited confidencc. 
 e,'erthelcss the great Pope, 
ever firnl and zealous for Catholic dogilla, relnained 
faithful to his principlcs of paternal charity and nlode- 
ration. I Ie rcolcI1lbcrcd that hc \\"as the Vicar of Hin1, 
\ \"ho, appearing to I lis faithless Disciple, said-" Put 
in thy fingcr hither, and see Ì\Iy hands. . and be 
not faithless but belic\-ing. ,. ,j";: Therefore. according to 
the exatnple of his Diyine l\laster. he said to the 
Patriarch Anatolius-" I ..ook at the doctrine \\-hich the 
Fathers of the Church have handed do\\'n concerning 
the nlystery of the Incarnation; consider also my 
L<:tter to Fla,"ian, \\'hich expresses the exact doctrine 
of the Fathers. that you tnay Blake a solenlll and 
Catholic profession of faith. ,. 
;a '.\
 e ha ,.e hcrc a proof 


;;::
 J....pisl. h.ix. ad Tht'ot!t.Jsil/lJ/, cap. iii. (up. l. c., p. 1007); 
':pis!. h
. ad PukhcrillJJl _lug, (I. c,. p. 1010. 
cq,). 
;;:;3 Joan. xx. 
ï. 
:;.:1 }-:þisl. hi\.. nd Thtodosilfm. cap, i, (I. c.. p, 1006). 
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only of that spirit of charity and Christian condescension 
\vith \vhich thc heart of the holy Pontiff ".as aninlated. 
]
ut (3.) in his charitable condesccnsion to\vards one of 
his \veak brethren, he did not forget his Pontifical 
infallible authority. Therefore, in his Letter to thc 
]
mperor Theodosius he firnlly declared that, unless 
.r\natolius nlade and signed a public and sincere 
profession of faith according to the doctrine of thc 
dogmatic l...etter and of the \vhole Catholic Church, his 
clection could not receive the Papal confinnation,53."Þ 
.... \nd in another Lettcr to the ]
mpress Pulcheria hc 
authoritatively states that, had .Anatolius rejected the 
confcssion proposed in his dognlatical Lettcr, hc must 
kno,v that hc, like any other crirninal, ,,'ould be cast 
out and cut off fronl Catholic unity.
3G 
:\'Igr. 
laret appeals to the Acts of the Council of 
Chalcedon as a sure test to decidc the question \\'hether 
or not St. Leo's Lcttcr ,,-as an absolute rule of faith 
before the Decree of the Synod. 53 ; But he does not see 
that the best argument for our affirnlative ans\ver is 
dra\vn from these very Acts of the Council. Pope Leo, 
.clearly, consented to the ne\v Synod only upon the 
condition that no one should be allo\ved to inquire 
,\'hich doctrine \vas to be follo,yed, as if this ,,'cre still 
uncertain. 538 .And in his Letter to the Synod of Chal- 
cedon, he intilnated that the dognla of the Incarnation, 


S3ó Epist. cit. ,. Ita ut sinccranl c0l1ll11unis fidei profcssionem, 
. absolutissiIna subscriptione, COra111 Olnni clcro et uni\ ersa plebe 
dccIaret, Apostolicæ Sedi ct unin
rsis Don1Ïni Saccrdotibus atque 
Ecclcsiis publicandanl," etc. 
{;36 Eþis!. lxx. ad Pzd,,-heria1l1 (1. c., p. 1010). "QuaIn (COl1- 
fessionem) si quis existinla\"crit non sequcndmn, ipse se a conlpagc 
Catholicæ unitatis abscidit:' 
537 Du COllcile Chl/ral, 1. ii., ch. L, 11. vi., t. i., p. 225. 
538 Eþist. lxxxii. ad .AIarCÙl111l1J/, IJJtþ., cap. i. (Op., t. i., p. 1044). 
"Nc cujusquanl procaci iInpudcntiquc \Trsutia quasi de incerto 
quid sequendU111 sit sinatis inquiri':' 
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as set forth in his Lctter to Flavian, Inust no longer be 
treated as an open qllestion.:i:m Kor did the Fathers of 
Chalcedon take a different vie\\r. \Vhen, in the Second 
Session, the inlpcrial officcrs and the Senate exhortcd 
thc Bishops to settle the controvcrsy of faith, that the 
dissidcnts Inight be called back to concord and unity, 
they ans\vercd unaninlously that no one could Inake 
anothcr exposition of faith, nor even attempt to do so. 
... \nd Cecropius, Bishop of Sebastopolis, spcaking in thc 
namc of the Council, said that Pope Leo had already 
given the fornl of the Catholic doctrine, that they 
follo\ved hinl, and had already signed his Letter. And 
the rest of the Bishops, in order to sho\v that they 
agreed ,vith Cecropius, exclainled unanimously-" \Ve 
all say the saine. \Vhat has been said suffices; it is 
unla\vful to Inake any other exposition."54o \Vhen the 
judges insisted on their own vie\\r, they receivcd the 
sanle ans\\"cr fronl the ,,"hole Council-" \Ve do not 
,,"ish to \\Trite a ne\v exposition. 'The rule forbids us 
to 11lake any other exposition." " \Ve ,vho signed the 
I.Jctter of Pope Leo desire no change \vhatever." "The 
faith has been cxanlined and confirnlcd by the Fathers 
of Kicæa and of Ephcsus, and recently by the most 
539 Eþis/. xciii. ed COIlC. Chalt:cd., cap. ii. (Op., t. i., p. 10 7 1 ). 
.. Unde, fratres carissimi, rejecta penitus audacia disputandi contra 
Fidem divinitus inspiratam, vana errantiml1 infidelitas conquiescat; 
nec liceat defcndi quod non licet credi, CUln secundum e\Oangclicas 
&lUctoritatcs, secundUlll prophcticas voces, apostolicalnque doc- 
trinam plcnissime et lucidissime per litteras quas ad beatæ 
Inemoriæ Fb.\"ianml1 episcopmn niisÏ1nus, fllerit dec1aratml1 quæ 
sit de Sacramento lncarnationis D. N. J. C. pia et sincera con- 
fcssio." 
5.0 Cone. Chalced" Act. ii. (Labbe, t. h o ., pp. I
06-7). .. Elner- 
serunt quæ ad Eutychetell1 pertinebant, et super iis forma data 
est a Sanctissimo Archicpiscopo R01nanæ urbis, et sequimur eum, 
ct epistolæ omnes subscripsimus. Revercndissimi Episcopi c1ama- 
vcrunt: Ita omnes dicimus: sufficiunt quæ exposita sunt: altcraln 
cxpositioncm non licct fieri/' 
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holy }>opc l...co."J41 Thcn Cecropius hil11self proposed 
that the decisions of :Kica
a, of l:;:phcsus, and of St. Leo 
should be read in the Council. The Judges consented. 
'Thc Lettcr of Popc Leo ""as received ,,-ith the 11l0st 
lnarked respcct, and ,,'ith cries of anathell1a to those ,,'ho 
refuse to believe in it.54
 .i\.nd although son1C Bishops of 
Palestine and of IUyria applied for explanation of some 
expressions in the Letter, \yhich \\"as fully afforded to 
thel1l, the ,,'holc of the Council. \vhen ask
d by the 
itnperial officers, ans\\'ercd in the 1110st explicit and 
llniforl11 nlanner that "no one of thcnl felt any 
doubt," 543 because Ureter had spoken by the lips 
of Leo." :í-14 
Just then, ho"'c\-cr, the Bishop of I\icopoli$ asked 
on behalf of the Bishops of Illyria a delay of fivc days 
bcfore signing St. I...eo's Letter. The] udges of the 
Synod granted the request, but the n1ajority of the 
Council protested against it, saying that they all had 
already put their signatures to the Epistlc of the 
Pope. 54 .":" 
e\"ertheless, the Judges and the Senatc 
replicd that in order, as \vas 
uitable (cì.%6i"o

)6y 
(j,;"/), to 
persuade and instruct the doubters, Anatolius should 
appoint some persons \\"hOnl he believed fit to teach 
such as had an) scruples..ï-W The Bishops of Illyria 
numbered only thirty-hYo in thc Council" and adding 
to them those of Palestine ,\'ho felt sonle difficulties, the 
total nUl1lber of those \yho ".-ere not \yithout doubt as to 


541 Cone. Cha.Iced., Act ii, (1. c.). "In seriptis expositionenl 
non faeimus. Regula est qua_' prædicat suffiecre quæ snnt exposita, 
Regula vult a.liaIll e\.positioncIll non ficri," etc. 
[.-12 Ibid., p. I
3;, scq. 
6-\3 Ibid., p, 1:23 8 . 
6-lt IbÙl "Petrus pcr LCOnClTI ita loeutus est." 
645 Ibid., p. 1:239. .. Omnes Re\"erendissinlÏ Episcopi clalua- 
\'efuut: Nos ita. credilllUS; nostrÚm TIl111us dubitat; nos janl 
subseripsÎ1nus." 
MÐ Ibid., Act ii. (Labbc, l. c.. p. 1:239) ; Act Íc (Labbe, p. 1359). 
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some expressions of St. Leo's Letter ,vould amount to 
no more than forty-eight: a very sOlaII minority.547 On 
the other hand, the Fathers ,vho had already signed the 
I.Jctter, and \vho regarded it as irreformable, formed in 
the Council a majority of 582.643 No\v on these facts, 
which are stated fronl authentic Acts of the Council, 
\\ e make the following remarks, \vhich are of much 
impurtance in our subject. (I.) The larger part of the 
Synod had signed St. Leo's Letter, and they maintained 
that it ,vas not liable to any change ,vhatever; and 
accordingly they appealed to the ecclesiastical rule by 
,vhich it ,vas forbidden to change or correct ,vhat had 
been set forth by St. Leo. But the ecclesiastical rule 
does not forbid the reformation of doctrinal expositions 
,vhich are not infallible, and \vhich consequently may 
adlnit of refonnation. It follo\vs, then, that the Bishops 
regarded S1. Leo's Letter as infallible and irreformable. 
(2,) In fact, they put this Letter on the saIne level ,vith 
the Symbol of Nicæa, and ,vith t\vo of the Letters of St. 
Cyril approved by the Synod of Ephesus, treating these 
documents as the very foundations of the dogma of 
lncarnation definitively eXplained and confirmed in the 
Church. (3.) The large majority of the Council, 582 
Bishops out of 630, constantly refused to subject St. 
Leo's Letter to, any examination, not\,'ithstanding the 
pressing requests of the Î1nperial officers and of the 
Senate, Nevertheless, the officers, ,vho were laymen, 
persisted in their request, only in order to gain over 
the few Bishops of Illyria and Palestine \vho still 
entertained some doubt as to some expressions of the 


541 The I1lyrian Bishop5 declared in t1
{10 Fourth Session that 
the Papal Legates had explained some difficulties of language with 
which they had met in St. Leo's Letter. The like declaration was 
given by the Bishops of Palestine. C Fide Act. Ï\".. 1. c., pp. 13 82 , 
J 383. 
M8 See Act. i\'., 1. C. 
p 



:226 


The Infallibility of the POþe. 


Letter. Therefore the revie,vof the Letter \vas granted 
only for these, as an indulgence to their weakness; they 
\vere to be led to understand the true meaning of that 
dogmatic document by thosc ,,-ho were fully acquainted 
\vith it. 549 Consequently, properly speaking, ,vhat is 
called by the Gallican School the rc-exalnination of St. 
Leo's Letter, ,vas nothing n10re than an instruction and 
explanation granted to the ignorance of a very slnall 
minority, ,vhich the Synod ,,-ishcd rather to gain over 
than to condemn. This being so, all that is said by Mgr. 
1\Iaret and by the Gallicans in general, falls to nothing. 
Mgr. l\1aret asserts that "la Lettre de Saint Léon, 
quoiqu'ellc fût un jugen1cnt dogmatique et solcnnel du 
Siége Apostoliquc, n'était pas regardée par Ie Concile, 
au commencement de sa quatrième Session, comme une 
règle absolue de foi." He adds-" Qu'elle l'était devenue 
avant la fin de cette Inên1e Session."550 
He rests his first assertion <\vhich he represents as 
certain) upon the fact of the examination of the Letter. 
\Ve have seen ,,,hat value should be set on this argu- 
ment. 1 Ie grounds the other assertion on the incident 
that ,vhen, at the end of the Fourth Session, the ten 
Bishops of Egypt refused to sign St. Leo's Letter, 
because their ne\v Patriarch had not yet been appointed. 
the Synod declared that ,,"hocvcr should refuse to sign 
the Letter ,vhich all the Council had signed, \vould be a 
heretic. 551 But \'"C have seen that when the Letter \vas 
read in the Second Session, the \vhole Synod exclaimed, 
that all the orthodox brlievcd thus, and they pro- 
nounced anathen1a against all ,vho ,,,"QuId not profess 
the same faith. l\loreover, \VC have sho,vn that in order 
to secure Catholic unity in those \vho \verc some\vhat 
doubtful about the meaning of St. Leo's I....cttcr, it \vas 
54g Cone. Cha1ced., Act. iv. (I. c., p. 1360). 
550 Du C01tcile Gén/ral, 1. ii., ch. Y., n. vii., t. i., p. 234- 
li51 Act. iv. (1. c., p. 1402, seq.). 
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.allo\ved to thent, as 
l great indulgence, to reconsider it 
and receive full explanation of it. After this, and \vhen 
the ,,'hole Council had solcrnnly given its adhesion to St. 
T..eo's exposition, no further indulgence could be granted; 
but those who had in any rnatter opposed the dogmatic 
J
etter "'ere to be left to bear the consequenccs of their 
unjust resistance. 
l\Igr. :\Iaret founds a further ùbjection upon the 
1Hanner in \\"hich the Fathers of Chalcedon signl:d the 
14ctter of 51. Leo: they declare it, he says, conforn1able 
to the Decrees of the t\vo preceding Councils; and they 
give this reason for their signing it. 1'his objection, \\'hich 
uf course is originally in the Dt'f. Deel. Clcr. Gall.:í:J2 had 
already been abunùantly a ns\\rcred by OrsVj:J:
 by ::\1 uz- 
/.arelli,:J:J4 and othcrs, \\'hon1 
Igr. .1\f aret should have 
carefully read and exaruined ,,-hen he undertook the task 
of refuting thern. \Ve \,"ill give the ans\ver. It has often 
been ren1arked, that the general practice of the Church 
in cnacting a Decree of faith, is to declare the doctrine 
to be in agrcement ,vith the doctrine laid down by the 
I,""athers and the }:cun1cnical Councils; and therefore 
when the irrcfonnablc character of a Canon of faith 
"anctioncd by a Gencral Synod is spoken of, this reason 
is allcgcd, and not the infallibility of the Assembly by 
\\-hich it ".as decreed. In proof of this, it \\'ill be enough 
to refer to thc ans\\"cr \vhich n1any Bishops, scattered 
o\per all parts of the Church, gave to the Enlpcror Leo, 
whcn consulted by hin1 as to the irrcfonl1ability of the 
doctrincs sanctioned in the Synod of Chalccdon. Thcy 
did not say that the Synod "'as infallible, and that for 


552 1)1( COlldlt: G/Jzlral, 1. c., p. ::!36; Dljt"llSio nt"C/. CÜri Gall., 
pt. ii" l. :xii., cap. x\'ii., p. 175. 
.;.';3 j),. R. POlltifici,,; A 11lctorit(ltt', 1. i., cap. xvii., art. ii.. p. 114, 

cq. 
w4 Dt
 .lut.:t. R. p()lltijios ii- COltC. GC:1f., cap, viii" sec. ,"i" t. ii., 
p. IO
. 
cq. 
p .z 
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this reason its Decrees could not adlnit of refornlation ; 
they said only that the Council had not imposed any 
doctrine, beyond that defined at Nicæa, and confirn1cd 
by the follo\ving Councils. 555 In like manner, the Fathers 
of Chalcedon did not intend to deny the infallibility 
of St. Leo's Letter, even though they declared that they 
had signed it on account of its being conformable to 
the faith of Nicæa and of Ephesus. 
This conclusion is strengthened by considering the 
final definition of the Synod of Chalcedon. The course 
taken by the Synod ,vas first to read the Synlbols 
of Nicæa and of Constantinople; aftenvards it \vas 
remarked that although the Nicæan Syrrlbol ought 
alone to be sufficient to support Catholic truth, yet 
in order to counteract all the artifices of the heretics, 
the Council confinned the Symbol of Constantinople, 
the I
pistles of St. Cyril, and that of St. Leo to the 
Patriarch Flavian; and using the very ,vords of St. 
Leo, it set forth the doctrine of the t\VO Natures in 
Christ. DJG It ,vill no\\ be clear that the confinl1ation given 
by the Council to the Letter of St. Leo means nothing 
different fronl "'hat \ve have repeatedly inculcated on 
the subject of EClllnenical Councils; that is to say, a 
true judicial adhesion of the Synod to the infallible 
dogmatical Decree of the Roman Pontiff. Otherwise the 
Synod \vould not have confirmed S1. Leo's Letter in the 
same ternlS as it employed in confirn1ing the SynlboIs 
of Nicæa and Constantinople. If the synodical confir- 
mation conferred an infallible character to the Pope's. 
Letter, \ve should be forced to conclude that it conferred 


5j.') Eþis!. 
lJ1tltolii ad Lcollt:1ll .Aug. (Labbe, t. iv., p. 1853); 
Eþis!. r.:pisc. Osroê.Jlæ ad Leollc11l Aug. (1. c., p. 1866); Eþist. 
Eþþ. PllOI'JlÍCÙP .1Iarilimæ ad Leo1lclil Aug. (I. c., p. 1 86 9); 
Eþis!. Eþise. Prov. Isauriæ ad CUlldelll (1. c., p. 1874, seq.); Eþis!. 
Eþþ. Ciliciæ PrÙnæ ad c/tndelll (1. c., p. 1876); etc. 
656 Cone. Chalccd.
 Act. v. (Labbe, l. c., pp. 1451-1462). 
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the same character to the infallible Syrnbols of Nicæa 
and Constantinople. No, the confinnLÜion of the Synod 
could not add fresh strcngth to the dcfinition, \\'hich, in 
thc \\.ord
 of St. Leo. God Hirnself had pronounced 
through the ministry of IIis Vicar. The Bishops, by 
adhering to the scntence pronounced by the Pope, 
rnanifcstly proved thcrnselves to be true 111crubcrs in 
perfect concord ,,,ith their I lead; anù by this accord 
nc\v evidence was afforded that thc s(;ntence issued from 
the Pontifical Chair had come fronl God I {inlsel(55ï 
rrhc languag-e of the Fathcrs of Chalcedon in their final 
relation to Popc Leo reaffirnls ,vhat \yc here statc,;';'s 
Let this then suffice. The. \cts of the Council 
of Chalcedon, far fror11 shaking the ductrine of Papal 
Infallibility, place it in a nc\v and cle
 rer light; and this 
our conviction is in no \vay shakcn by the renlarks of 
:\1 gr. l\laret. fij!} 
\Ve \vill pass over the Acacian controversy and 
schism \vhich terminated \vith the Synod of Congtanti- 
nople, \vhere Pope IIornlisdas inlposed on the Oriental 
Church the famous fornlula of faith ,,'hich-as \\TC 
111entioned in our fifth section-\vas universally signed 
by the Eastern as ,veIl as by the \ V cstern Church; and 


5:.7 Eþist. cxx. S. Leo1li I'aþæ ad ThcodordllJJl Episc,. cap. i. 
(Up., t. i., p. 1219). "Quæ 11ostro prius Ininisterio definierat 
Dominus) uni\'ersæ fraternitatis irretractabili finncl\"it assensu, ut 
\ ere a se prodiisse ostendcrd, quod prius a prima omnium Serle 
Cormatum, totius Christiani orbis judicimn recepisset, ut in hoc 
(luoquc capiti mClnbrd. concordent." 
558 Rdatio S. Sy'zodis Chalced. ad Leo/loll Paþam. (Labbe, 1. c., 
I 774) ... ...... " ..., , C\ ' 
p. . '7U(j1 ':'1j; ':'OiJ /J.UY..UPlOiJ II=':'p();) íþ
l1r;; EflJ.1j"SiJ; Y..fXJ/(J'1"U/J.HO" 
etc. (I. c" p. 1776). St. Peter Chrysolv6'us had held the saIne 
language in a letter addressed to Eutyches (I nter Eþist. S. Le01zis, 
Epist. xxv" cap. ii. Op. S. Leonis, t. i., p. 779). 
s;,9 :L\tgr. :\larct says, " X ous ne craignons pas de dire que s'il 
en était ainsi, la conduite du Concile de Chalcédoinc serait entière- 
. I " bI " (I " h . , 
mcnt mcxp lca C . II., C . v., n. VI., p. 2
3 . 
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\vhich ".as cycry\yhcre regarded as the distinctivc Inark 
of orthodoxy. In that formula the infallibility of the 
Ron1an Chair is stated \vith perfect plainness. Pope 
Hornlisdas not only Inentions in it the fact of the 
Roman See haying ahvays been prcserved inlmaculate 
fron1 error and heresy, but alleges also the Divine pro- 
miscs on \\'hich that fact is grounded, and froln ,vhich 
it originates. On account of the infallibility of the 
Apostolic See, the Bishops of the ,vhole ".orlel solemnly 
prolniseù to foIl 0\\- in evcrything that Chair, and to 
profcs
 \\ ithout any exception or reserye \vhatever came 
,vith it
 authority.560 Thè Bishops of the East ,vere 
bound to bear in nlind the guiding principle of that 
formula at the time of the fanlous controversy of the 
Three Chapters, on account of \yhich the Fifth Ecu- 
menical Council \\'as sununoned in Constantinople. 
By the 'fhree Chapters (Tria Capitula) ,\'ere meant 
the ,\ orh.s of Theodore of l\10psuestia, the letter of 
Theoclorct against the anathcmas of St. Cyril, anù that 
of Ibas, Bishop of Edessa, to the Persian l\1aris. The 
Council of Chalcedon had abstained from condelnning 
these \\rritings or thcir authors, for it seenl('d better to 
leave thCll1 in obli,'ion, rather than to dra\\" thern into 
notice throughout the Catholic \,"orld by a dogmatical 
censure. But the Eutychians ,dshed to bring about 
thcir condcnlnation as an act of re\.cnge against the 
Council of Chalcedon, On the other sidc, the N estorians 
attributed a high degrce of authority to these \vritings,. 
an4 thus shcltered thcir errors, alleging as reason that 
they had not been reprobated by the Council of Chal- 
cedon. Therefore the :Ernperor J ustinian J folIo,,'ing 
those despotical principles \vhich led him to claim 
the po\vcr to legislate in theological controversies, pub- 
lished an edict by \vhich he condetnncd the Three 



60. See the formula in Denzinger's EJtchiridiol1, n. xx,. p. 49, sell.. 
Edition of 1863. 
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Chapters; anù he urged upon the Eastern Bishops to 
sign this condemnation.'í61 But he kne\\" \vcll that no 
edict on ecclcsiastical Inattcrs could bc forced upon the 
Church so long as the Sovereign Pontiff \vithheld his 
consent. In the hope of obtaining this sanction, he 
invitcd Popc \Tigilius to Constantinople, intcnding if 
necessary to use force to procure the Papal confirmation 
of his edict, \vhich had been already rcceivcd by a great 
part of thc Patriarchs and Bishops of the Oricntal 
Church. 
Pope Vigilius and the Latin Bishops felt great 
reluctance in joining in the condemnation of ,vritings 

\Vhich the Council of Chalcedon had spared, and far 
nlore of persons \vho had closed thcir life in COll1111union 
'.vith the Church. Nor ".ould the Pope have consented to 
leavc Rome for Constantinople; but he ,vas seized and 
forcibly obliged to undcrtake the journey.562 \Vhile he 
\\'as on his \vay, it camc to his kno\vledgc that the 
Bishops of the East had bcen conlpelled by violence to 
sign the ilnperial edict, and he thought hinlself bound 
to rcsist thc encroachnlcnt of the civil po\\"cr in an 
ccclesiastical matter \\'hich had not been carefully 
examined by the C0111petcnt authority. He therefore 
wrote a Letter to thc Patriarch .?\Iennas, blaming the 
condemnation of the Three Chapters; and at the sarne 
time he sent Legates to thc Emperor, entrcating him to 
\vithdra\\
 his edict.
63 I'his act of Popc Vigilius \\'as 
followed succcssively, aftcr his arrival at Constantinople, 
by the JudieatnlJl, the C01lstilutUUI, and the Deerelln11, 
with which hc finally confirnlcd thc Decrecs of the 
Fifth Eculnenical Synoù. Before \\e proceed to examine 


5Gl Facundus Hcrmianen:,is, Dc:fi'1/sio Trirt1lz Caþi/ltlont1Jt, 1. ii,. 
cap. iii.; 1. iv., cap. Ï\". (Gallandi. t. xi.. p. 6S:!, scq., p. 707, seq.). 
662 Hcfclc, His!. des COJlcilcs, I. xi,"., ch. i.. sec. 258, t. iii., P.4 2 5. 
66.1 Facundus Herm., Gp. cit., 1. Ï\"., cap. iii. (Gallandi, t. xi, 
8 ' , 
p. 7 0 ). 
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these much-vexed documents in detail, it ,vill be neces- 
sary to give a clear staten1ent of the true nature of the 
controversy. l\Igr. l\laret founds on the case of Pope 
Vigilius an elaborate and, as he seen1S to suppose, 
an invincible argunlent against Papal Infallibility; but 
the argun1ent derives all its in1portance and force from 
a simple nlisunderstanding of the question that was at 
issue ;5fi-1 and the ,vriter proves hil11self alike forgetful of 
Church history and of the vie,vs taken by his prede- 
cessors in the School to ,,-hich he belongs. 
The controversy of the Three Chapters did not in 
any ,yay concern a dogn1a of faith. It related only 
to a question of nlere ecclesiastical econon1Y and 
prudence. Fïrst, the Pope hiInself bears witness to thi
 
in his Decree of confÏ.rn1ation of the Fifth Synod,565 as 
well as in his Letter of conden1nation of Theodore of 
Cæsarea.!)(56 The ,vords used by Vigilius ,vill be found in 
the note. :f\Ioreover, the Italian Clergy, in their address 
to the legation sent from I.;'rance, testify the same.56
 


564 Du COllcile Gillérat, I. ii., ch. vii., 1. i., p. 247, seq, 
665 Eþist. Decretalis þro COJzjirl1ultiOlle SYllodi Quintæ (Labbe. 
t. vi., p. 239). "In una eademque quatuor iIlarum Synodorum 
fide sincere pcrsistcntcs, cavillationibus, \'ersutiis et dolo malo ab 
iis (fratribus) di\'iderc conatus fuerit (diabolus); ita ut nosmetipsi 
qui ejusdClTI cum illis cramus ct SUlTIUS de fide scntcnti:.e, insuper 
habita dilectionc fraterna in discordian1 abierimus." 
:)6(; Frag1Jle1ltU7Jl Damna/ionis Theodori Eþise, Cæsareæ (Labbe, 
t. v., p. 1315). '" PrilTIUm quidcm in eo quod pro scandalo 
refrænando condeseendentes quorumdanl anin1is, quos aliqua 
dispensatione crediITIus tempcrandos, quia tu jam eos pluribus 
annis inquietissiIllUS stimulator aecenderas, quædam pro tempore 
cxistimavilTIUS orclinanda, tali scilicet conditione, ut, omni in 
posterun1 perturbatione sopita, nihil ultra nee verbo nee litteris, 
quisqualTI faeere ex eadem causa præsumeret." 
567 Eþist. Legalis Fra1lcoruJJz ab Italiæ Clericis directa (I\1igne. 
P P. LL., t. lxix, p. I 15). "Postea tamen tractatu habito prædictus 
S. Papa Vigilius sub aliqua dispensationc ipsam causaln ordinavit," 
etc. 
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And again, the documents themselves, and all the 
circumstances of the affair in its different stages, tell so 
strongly in favour of this vic\v, that it is upheld by such 
,vriters as De l\larca in his Dissertation on the subject,6GS 
by Tournely,569 and in our days by Dr. Döllinger. 57o But 
besides these evidences, \ve may also, in support of what 
\ve say, quote the authority of t\vo Popes, Pclagius I. 
and St. Gregory the Great. The former, speaking of 
this controversy, pointedly asserts that "quædam 
capitula cxtra fidcl1t agitata fuerunt."5;1 St. Gregory, in 
a Letter addressed to all the Bishops of the Church, 
soIelunly declares that in the Fifth Synod nothing \vas 
treated concerning faith, but "de quibusdam soluillmodo 


568 "Qui rcrmo ecclesi3.stical urn sunt periti non ignorant duobus 
modis olim versari solitos fuissc summos pontifices in quæstionibus 
proPQsitis, quæ disciplinan1 respiciebant. vel summo jure, vel 
remisso. Huic tcmperamcnto ct canonum remissioni locus erat 
quando ob bonmn unitatis, ct pro resarcicnda Ecc1esiæ pace, 
necessarium \'idebatur ea clementia uti. Earn clementi am Græci 
Dixo\lo
ía'J vocant. Latini eorum exemplo dispensationem. , . . 
Utroque agendi modo usus est in hac contro\'ersia Vigilius, nunc 
juris et canonum vigore, nunc corum remissione, fidei et pacis 
Ecclesiam studiosissimum se præbens. Obsen'atunl quidem est 
ab erud.itis, Vigilii quæ videbatur inconstantiam, prudentiæ et 
maturo consilio esse tribuendanl sed non docuerunt eum agendi 
lnodum a canonica disciplina pependisse" (De VZ:
ilii Decre!. 
l:'þist. þro C01if. SYIl. v., Diss. P. fle Jlarca, n. vi. In l\ligne, 
PP. LL., t. lxix,
 p. 130). \Ve recomJnend these words, and all 
the Dissertation of De :\1 arca, to the study of I\lgr. :\laret. 
66
 Tournely, Dc Eccles., t. ii., q. v., a. 3, p, 187. Edit. 
Parisiis, 1739. In this place the author adopts the words of 
De \Iarca, who says that "Ab co (Vigilio) summa prudentia 
factum cst, ut ostenderet earn esse controversiæ conditionem. 
quæ in utramque partem inflecti posset, si paci Ecclesiæ hac 
ratione consuleretur." 
SiO llistory of the eh/{ ch, pt, ii" ch. i\'.) sec. v.) vol. ii.) p. 187. 
London, 1840. 
G71 Eþist. Pclagii I. ad Childcber/ll1/l Rêxel1z (Labbe, t. VI., 
p. 474), 
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pcrsonis actitatum."572 And these ,vords of St. Gregory 
agree perfectly ,\"ith ,,"hat his predecessor Pelagius II. 
\vrote to the Bishops of Istria. 573 This being established. 
\ve may proceed to consider the Decrees put forth by 
Pope Vigilius after his arrival in the in1perial city of the 
East. 
It "'as clcarly impossible for the Pope to sanction 
a decree issued by a civil ruler in an ecclesiastical 
matter ,vhich had been, or \\'as thought to have been
 
prejudged by the sentence of an Ecun1enical Counci1. 
Vigilius ,,-as therefore right in punishing the Bishops \vho 
Ü1 so ,,-eighty a question had not applied for advice to 
the Apostolic See, and had put their signature to an 
edict of this character. But since the Oriental Bishops 
,vere persuaded that the interest of the Church required 
the condclnnation of the Three Chapters, Vigilius 
undertook the examination of the ,,"hole controversy in 
a Synod of seventy Bishops, and thereupon he published 
his :Judicatlt1}1, condemning the \\-ritings of Theodore, the 
letter of Theodoret, and that of Ibas; but he expressly 
forbade anyone to in1pugn the authority of the Council 
of Chalcedon. 5i4 It is beyond controversy that the- 
Three Chapters '\'ere in then1selves \\"orthy of conden1- 
nation, and no part of then1 could consistently bc' 
defended by any ,vho professed subn1ission to the- 
Decrees of Ephesus; for they are occupied either ,rith 
assertion of K estorian doctrine \yhich ,vas condemned 



72 Episl., 1. x., Eþisl. Ii. ad Ulliv. Eþise. (Op., t. i., p. 615,. 
Edit. l\Iaur.). 
573 Eþist. Pelagii I I. ad EþiSe. Istriæ, cap. iii., scq. (Labbe.. 
t. vi., p. 474, seq.). 
514 The tCÀt of the ']lldiealll}1l of Yigilius is lost. A frag1uent of 
it was preserved in a letter of Justinian to the Fifth Synod (In 
CoIl. i., Cone. '-. Labbe, t. vi., p. 23). Dr. Hefele thinks that he 
sees five other fragments of the ']udicatlllll in the C01lstilzd1l11l of 
Pope Vigilius (Hisl. des C01:t.:iles, 1. xiv., ch. i., sec. 259, t. iiL, P.433. 
seq.). 
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by the Council, or \vith attacks on the anathenlas of 
51. Cyril ,,"hich reccived thc appro,'al of that Assenlbly. 
The question \\'hich Vigilius \vas callcd upon to decide, 
concc.rned thc opportuneness of fonnally condcmning 
these writings, and it involved the respect due to the 
Council of Cha lcedon, \vhich, ,,"hile it had rccognised the 
present orthodoxy of Theodoret and Ibas, had passed 
In silence over the ,,"ritings of the former-\vhich 
seclned to fa,"our the Kestorian vic\vs-yet allo\ved 
the letter of Ibas to be read in a public Assenlbly. 
'\Then thc t1latter "'as discussed in the Synod held by 
Pope Vigilius. it \\"as seen that thc ,,"hole conduct of thc 
Council of Chalcedon in respect of these \\"ritings ought 
to be referred to a prudent cconorny; and that no\\' the 
DC"" cirCtUllstances in which the Church ""as placcd 
suggested a different manner of dealing ,,"ith the 
doubtful documents, and afforded reason for their 
condeInnation. The J//dica!l/l11 of Pope Vigilius rests 
on thesc grounds, and it is a t1l0nument of the prudence 
\vhich governed the Pontiff's conduct. 
But the greater part of the \Vestern Bishops did not 
take the sanlC vie,,- of the seventy Oriental Prelates ,,'ho 
ad,"ised })ope Vigilius. The Church ""as threatened 
\vith a schisnl, 1 n such a case, the principles of 
ecclesiastical prudence suggest a suspension or evcn a 
change of a disciplinary I a"", ,,'hich, if upheld \vith 
rig-our, might fill the Church ,,'ith confusion. On this 
account, Pope \Tigilius, faithful to his maxims of peace 
and charity, resolved to recall his Judica!l/lJz, and to refcr 
the ,,"hole affair to the examination of a General Council 
to be composed of Eastern and \V cstern Bishops; but 
in the olcantime he forbade the agitation of any contro- 
versy on the subject. 5 ;ã The Emperor Justinian tried 
every means to force hiIn to pronounce his dcfiniti\'c 
sentence in the Inatter \\'ithout \\ aiting for the Bishops 
575 Eþist. CÜri IIllliæ (l\fignc, PP. LL., t. lxix., p. 115). 
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of the West. But \vhen the Emperor understood that 
his threats and his cruel treatment \vere po\verless t(, 
break the firn1ness of the Pontiff, he published in 52 I a 
nc,v edict against the Three Chapters, and ordered. it to 
be signed by the Bishops.57G But Vigilius again threat- 
ened to anathcmatise all who should adhcre to the 
imperial edict; and he actually dcposed Theodore of 
Cæsarea, and suspended l\Iennas \vith his suffragan 
Bishops.577 
The unshaken constancy of the Pope caused the 
Emperor to \vithdra\v his edict, and led even his 
cnclnies to give marks of repentance and submission. 
.Mennas and other Bishops addressed to hinl thcir 
profession of faith, declaring that they received not 
only the four General Councils, but also all the Letter
 
and Decrees of the Popes concerning faith, rejecting 
\vhatcver had been published against the Three 
Chapters, and applying to the Pope for pardon for 
their share in the cruel treatInent \vhich he had 
received at the hands of the ilnperial officials. fiís 
Eutychius also, the successor of Mennas, sent to the 
Pope his profession of faith, and begged him to aHo\\ 
the controversy of the Three Chapters to be treated in 
a General Counci1. 5ï9 Vigilius approved his proposal, 
upon the conditions already agrced upon \vith the. 
En1peror. 580 But Justinian summoned the Synod for 


ój6 Eþisl. Cieri Iialia', 1. c., COllfessío l?cclæ Fidei [mþ. Justi- 
uialli adv. Tria Caþitula (Labbe, 1. vi., p. 358, seq.). 
5.7 See his Eþisl. of C011demlati01l of Theodorus (Labbe, t. v.. 
p. 13 16 ), 
f>ï8 See f:Jrof. Fidei .Jfe1Z1zæ alior/oJ/que EþiscoþorZl11l in the 
COllstitzttzl111 of Pope Vigilius (Labbe, t. V., p. 1317, seq.). See also 
Eþist. Cieri Ilaliæ, cit., pp. 116, 1 '7. Edit. cit. 
6.9 Eþist. Elltychii Pair. ad Vigilizl1ll Paþa}}l. In con. i.. 
Cone. Constantinop. (Labbe, t. vi., p. 26, seq.). 
680 Eþist. Vigilii Paþæ ad Ell!ychÙll1Z. In ColI. i., Cone. 
Constantinop. (Labbe, t. vi., p. 30, seq.). 



JiOUYlk flltd f/tflll Ecltlllcllical LVltllci/s. 23ï 


Constantinople, anò not for any place in Italy, as the 
rope had desired; and, rnore than this, he did not even 
await the arrival of the \Vestern Bishops, nor did h. 
encourage them to corne. I-Ie \vent so far as to addrcss 
a letter to the Synod, rene\ving his instances for the 
condemnation of the Three Chapters, instead of leaving 
the Bishops fr
e to take their own determination after 
a due exan1ination of the controversy.581 Having 
rc 6 ard to \vhat passed, we cannot be surprised that 
}>ope Vigilius refused to preside over this Council, 
nor that he ignored its existence. The conduct 
of the Pontiff \vas not the result of any ,vanl of 
steadiness and prudence, but ,vas a consequence of 
the illegality of all the proceedings adopted by the 
Em peror. 
But several parties of Bishops, under their own 
Patriarchs, visited the Pope and entreated him to join 
thenl and to sanction the synodical proceedings, and 
to pronounce his sentence in the matter. By this iInpor- 
tunity he ,vas induced to promise the Emperor that he 
,vould carefully exatnine the ,vhole controversy, and 
communicate to hin1 his final resolutions. The fact is 
that, after a short delay, on account of the ,vcak state 
of his health, he forwarded to the Emperor his famous 
COlls/i/ll/ll , III signed by nineteen Bishops.582 In this 
document he condemns sixty propositions extracted 
from the ,,,"orks of Theodore of l\Iopsucstia, pointing 
out the part of Catholic doctrine \\'hich each of thenl 
contradicted. But he abstains fron1 anathematising their 
author, on account of deference due to St. Cyril and to 
the two Councils of 
=phesus and Chalcedon, ,vho kept 


:',1 See COlls/i/l//llm Vigz1ii Paþæ (Labbc, t. v., p. 1320); Eþist. 
]us/Ùlialli Imþ. ad Eþiscoþos Cons/antÙtoþ. d('gentcs. In ColI. j" 
Cone. Const. (Labbe, t. vi., p. 20, seq.). 
5"2 Constitlltll11Z Vl);z1ii Paþæ de Triblls Caþilu/is (Labbe, t. V. , 
p. 13 1 7, seq. In i\lignc, PP. LL., t.lxix., p. 67, scq.). 
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silence on the personal question, although they had 
distinctly condemned the doctrinc of Theodore. As 
to Theodoret, Vigilius condetnned the propositions 
favourable to N estorianism \vhich \vere implied or 
contained in the \vritings attributed to him; but since 
he had 501en1nly anathcluatised N cstorius and his 
errors, and signed the Lettcr of Pope Leo and the 
Canons of Chalcedon, the Pontiff did not think proper 
to condemn the \vritings of a venerable Bishop and cast 
a slur on his glorious name, especially after the exan1plc 
of moderation set by the great Cyril and the Synod of 
Chalcedon. 583 'Vith regard to the lcttcr of Ibas, Pope 
Vigilius produced cxtracts fron1 the Acts of the Council 
of Chalcedon, sho\\'ing that the Papal Legates, as ,,'cll as 
J\.natolius of Constantinople and l\Iaximus of Antioch, 
had expressed thelnselvcs favourably as to the ortho- 
doxy of the doctnnent. But the I>ontiff ackno\vlcdges 
that, although the epistle of Ibas had been judged 
orthodox by the 1-1"'athers of Chalcedol1, Hilla quæ in ipsa 
Ibæ Sacerdotis Epistola in injuriis beatæ recordationis 
Cyrilli per crroren1 intclligentiæ dicta sunt, Patres in 
Sancta Chalccdonensi Synoda, cpistolanl pronuntiantcs 
orthodoxam, nullatenus receperunt."5 Q J .And he assigns 
the reason that Ibas himself fully rejectcd and refuted 
\vhat at :first he had asserted by n1Ïstake; as is evident 
from the Acts of the Council itself.58;} Thcreupon 
Vigilius concluùed that, follo\ving in the stcps of the 
Synod of Chalcedon, he \vould not condcnll1 ei ther the 
name of Ibas or his letter, especially corrsidering his 
great sufferings in the Latrocillilllll of Ephcsus for the 



63 C01lStitUtUIIl V(f{z"lii }'aþll' de Frib1/s Caþi/lIlis (Labbe. 1. c., 
pp. 13 21 - 1 349. In \1.ignc,1. c., pp. 72-102). 
584 Ibid. (Labbe,!. c., pp. 1350, 1351. In l\lignc,1. c., pp. 102 
-1 0 4). 
fiBS IhÙI. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 1352. In I\Iignc, 1. c., p. J06). 
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defence of the true faith. fiSG He then goes on to order 
that no one should pronounce any judgment on the 
subject in opposition to \vhat \\'as contained in his 
COllstitU tit Ill. 
We \vill no\v make a brief examination of the 
rcnlarks of :\Igr. l\1:aret on the ConstitutU1Jl of Pope 
Vigil ius, which the French Prelate regards as thl" 
(:orner-stonc of all his 
ystem. I-Ic asserts, first, that 
l>opc Vigilius ({ par une crreur de fait, déclare que la 
lcttrc d' Ibas a été approuvéc par Ie Concile de 
Chalcédoine; et, prenant par ce nouveau jugcnlel1t la 
responsabilité de cette lettre, tolérant les expressions 
ct les propositions qu' elle contient, et qui furent sj 
sévèrC111cnt qualifiécs par Ie Concile (V.) il 
ordonne et décrète quc la prétcndue décision denleurc 
en son enticr, etc.":.
7 Secondly, he thinks that the 
Decree of Vigilius bears on nlatters of faith and on 
dognlatic facts, and that, nevertheless, the Pope, by a 
solemn and irre\'er
iblc judgment cr catkedrâ, pro- 
nounced the lettcr of Ibas to be orthodox, \,"hile a 
General Council shortly after condemned the sanlC" 
letter as inlpious and hcretical.fis
 Thirdly, he nlaintains 
that the Council entirely disregarded the COllstitutUIJl of 
Vigilius; that, in a solclnn Decree of faith, and on a 
point of faith, it contradicted the decision of the Pope, 
and that the l>ope \\"ithdrc\\' and annulled his o\vn 
judgment in order to confirm that of the Council.5ð
 
From all this he concludes that the Pope yielded to the 
opinion of the majority. Consequently, he argues that 


(,8G COlls/ill/lum ví:[[i/ii PaþO' de Tribus Caþi/litis (I. c.). u In 
quibus cnim diccndo n1ale culpare \'isus c:t beatissimunl Cyrillum. 
in postrcmis rccte confessus, ilIa quæ culpaverat, refutavit." Thc) 
.irC the words of J uvcnal in the Council of Ghalcedon. 
&--7 Ibicl (Labbe, 1. c., p. 1353. I n 
lignc, I. c., p. 10 7). 
5b DIl COlzcile Gbt
ral, 1. ii., ch. "ii., n. iv., t. i., p. 257, scq. 
SSg Ibid,. p, 268. 
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the Papal Infallibility depends upon the Pontiff adhering 
to the Inajority of the BishopS.5ÐO Dr. Pusey has recently 
adopted the same conclusions as l\1gr. l\1aret, and neither 
of these \vriters differs materially fronl Bossuet,591 \vho 
adopted his vie\vs \vithout \veighing the documents on 
\vhich they are alleged to be grounded. Dr. Pusey has 
been, doubtless, led a\vay by the authority of the great 
French orator. 592 As to l\Igr. l\Iaret, he has fallen into 
Inany n1istakes. First, it is false that Pope Vigilius 
approved as orthodox the \vhole epistle of Ibas, includ- 
ing those passages which contradicted the doctrine of 
Ephesus. We have already given clear proof of this, 
Pope Vigilius did not adn1it the orthodoxy of any 
part of the epistle of Ibas except \vhat he thought 
the Council itself had received; ,vhat the Council 
repudiated and condemned the Pope did not approve. 
But, since the Synod of Chalcedon did not condemn 
the \vhole letter, but only certain phrases stained \\'ith 
Nestorianism, Pope Vigilius, on the same ground, 
\vould not venture to condemn it. Nor \vould the Fifth 
Synod have done so had it not taken into consideration 
the very phrases \vhich Vigilius and the Council of 
Chalcedon had totally rejected. Consequently, as to 
the mattcr of faith pointed out by l\Igr. l\Iaret, there 
is not the slightest difference bet\veen the Fifth Council 
and l)ope Vigilius: both condemned ,vhat the Synod 
of Chalcedon in no \\'ay approved. The notion, 
therefore, that Pope Vigilius took on hin1self the 
responsibility of the letter, and tolerated expressions 
and propositions, \vhich the Fifth Council condelnned 
as heretical, is simply an offspring of the fanc}' of 


690 flu COllcile Gélléral, 1. ii., ch. vii., n. iv., t. i., p. 269. 
691 D " r D I C '/ . G II .. 1 .. ..... 
l!.J. cc . lerl a.., pt. 11., . xu., cappo XIX., XlI., t. 11., 
p. 180, seq. 
69
 Eircnicoll, pt. iii., Is llcalthfid Rcz{1zioll IlIzþossible? p. 268, 
seq. London. 1870. 
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Igr. )[arct. It fo11o\\"s that Vigilius did not profess 
one faith in his Judica/U1/1, and anuther in his COllsti- 
!lttU1I/. The sanlC errors against faith are condenlned 
in both documents. 1"he difference bct\vecn thenl 
bears only 011 the point of economy; and \ve may 
add also, that in the COlls/illt/lI1/t, Pope Vigilius 
Jnade dn historic
ll mistake, representing that to be a 

entence of the Council of Chalcedon ,,-hich ,,-as in 
fact ll1erely the judglnent of some fe\v Bishops con- 
cerning Ibas and his letter. No\v Vigilius knc\v \veIl 
that the red
on for ,vhich the \Vestern Bishops ubjected 
to the condemnation of the Three Chapters, ,,-as the 
I11isgiving they had \vhether this condemnation ,,-as not 
sought as an instrument to bring disgrace on the 
Council of Cha1cedon. On this account, and in order 
to quict their alarnl, he endeavoured in every ,,-ay to be 
faithful to the plan of prudent action \vhich the Fourth 
Synod followcd \\-ith regard to the condenlllation of the 
Three Chapters. I-lis change concerned only a point of 
economy, and appeared to him calculated to pre\
ent a 
schism, and to give peace to the Church. 
N O\\", "'as Vigilil1s in his COlls/i/li/lInt speaking ct.- 
cathcdrâ? l\Igr. 
Iarct nlaintains the affinnd.tive. But 
no judgment can be l'X' cath
drâ ,,'hich has for its \vhole 
purpose a point of ecclesiastical economy. Again, the 
Pope did not address his COllstitU/U1Jl to the Universal 
Church, but to the l
lnperor alone, nor did he declare 
such as refused to adopt the sanlC belief to be separate 
from his conlnlunion. J t fo11o,,'s that he did not define 
dnything CX' ca/hcdrâ. De 
Iarca,593 Thomassin, j!)-1 and 
Tourncly,,j"15 all of \VhOnl are Gallican \vriters, ab:-;ollltc1y 
Jeny, for the above reasons, that Vigllius uttered on that 


3 l>i::>scrt. cit., n, }..i. (In :\ligne, P P. LL., t. h.i),.,. p. 133). 
1 J)issC1 t_ xix. ill Quilltam S)'llodulIl, n. vi., p. 398. In IJiss, 
G ( ilia. Edit. Lucæ, 1 7
8. 
f). .t.'ccl. C/tris!i, quæst. ,-., art. iii., t. ii.. p. 188. Po.lrisiis, 1739. 
n 
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occasion a dcfinition c..
- ell t!tcdnî.r;oo A nd both De 1\1arca 
and 1110n1assin r
mark that Pope \Tigilius prudently 
abstained fronl anathematising those ,,-ho should refusc 
to adopt his vic\v, because he knc\v that the ll1atter 
itself and the particular form in \vhich it \"as put, "'ere 
both liable to change and reformation, !j!)7 
l\'r orcover, there is no ground for the assertion of 
Mgr. 
laret as to the Cons/ill/bull of .V'igilius being 
officially cOlnmunicated to the Counci1. 59b In fact, had 
this been done, so inlportant an event ,,,ould certainly 
have been noticed in the Acts of the Synod. Moreover. 
Constantine, the Questor of the Itnperial Palace, \\-hile 
comolunicating to the Council several docunlents con- 
cerning Vigilius, ,,'hich bore on the conden1nation of th<; 
.Three Chapters. made no mention of the COllstitUtll1l1.5
9 
Frotn ,,-hich it appears that Justinian, \\ ho had been so 
anxious for the conde111nation of those \vritings, pur- 
poscly concealed this docunlent, ,,-hich ,vould haye 
troubled the Synod and impeded their final decision, 
Hut he knc\\- \\"cll that the Fathers expected the judg- 
l11ent of the Supreme Pastor before engaging thelnselves 
in a final resolution; particularly because \Tigilius him- 
self, before \\Titing his COllstill/buJ1, had sent the Deacon 
Pelagius to ""arn the Synod that no sentence should be 
passed upon the Three Chapters before they had 


59ü If this view on the COJlstillttulil of Yigilius is taken cyen 
by Gal1ican theologians, we lnay bc sure that the SaI1lC is adopted 
by theologians of the opposite School. See, for an instance, Card. 
Orsi, Dc A ltclorilatc R. POlltificis, 1. i.. cap. 
x., art. iii.. 1. i.. pt. i.. 
p. 166, scq. Rome, 177I. 
597 In 1. c. 
W8 \V c know that ßaronius held thi
 mistaken opinion. But it 
has no foundation whatcycr; and Baronius was refuted by Pagi 
(Cril. in BaronizoJl, an. 553, n. xv., seq., t. ii., p. 609. Antwcrpiæ), 
l)e IHarca (Diss. cit.. 1. c., p, 133, scq.), and Orsi (Op. cit., 1. c.. 
art. ii., p. 163, scq,). 
[;99 Cone. Constantin. ii.. Act. viii. (Labbe. t. "i., p. 178. scq,). 
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received the judg-Inent úf the .l\postolic See. Goo This 
shows us why the I
nlperor sent to the Synod a collec- 
tion of docuInents sufficient to pro\'c to the Fathers that 
the Pope had condeInncd the Three Chapters. And he 
remarked by the mouth of his Questor, that they, 
hearing these documents, ,vould become still more 
deternlined to enact thcir final Decree of conòem- 
nc.ltion. GOl No\\' it is incredible that the COllstitUtU1Jl 
,vould render the l
athers nlore determined to condemn 
the epistles of 'Theodoret and Ibas. We must therefore 
conclude that this dOCUInent "'as not among those 
communicated to the Council. 
Consequently \','C see the basclessness of the assertion 
Il1(.\de by l\lgr. l\laret, that thc Synod passed over this 
.Act of Vigilius as if it had no existence, and pronounced 
their 0\\'11 sentence, although it \vas different from that 
of the Pope. l{ather \ve nldY draw the opposite 
conclusion, and confinn the vicw to ,vhich general 
considerations have already conducted us as to the real 
character of an Eculnenical Council. \Ve say then, that 
the Fifth Synod professed adherence in principle as 
\VeIl as in fact to the judgnlents of the Apostolic See, 
although its Decree did not properly regard doctrines of 
faith. It ,vas a guiding ma xiln of ecclesiastical juris- 
pruùence well known and fully admitted in the sixth 
century, that in matters of inlportancc-especially in 
such as '\'ere connected ".ith dog-n1as of faith-the first 
decision should be pronounced by the Apostolic See; 
this sentence preceding thc judgment of the Patriarchs 
and Bishops, ,,,hether isolated or assembled in Council, 
and serving- to direct the decision. \Vhen ] ustinidn 
forced the Patriarchs and Bishop
 of the East to sign 


600 In COllstiluto Vif{i/ii (Labbe, t. v., p. 13 20 ). 
601 "Qu..c s..epius ab ipso (Vigilia) facta sunt ad condemnationenl 
Trium Capitulorum, vos auùientes abcriores efficiamini, de his 
formolffi cderiter profcrrc,71 ctc. (I. c.). 
Q 
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his edict of condemnation against the Three Chapters, 
l\1:ennas, Patriarch of Constantinople, openly declared 
that he could not sign it ,vithout the consent of the 
Apostolic See,602 and \vhen forced to subscribe, he 
submitted on the condition that his act of adhesion 
should be returned to him in case the Pope refused to 
ratify it,603 Zoilus, Patriarch of Alexandria, "'cnt to 
n1eet Pope Vigilius in Sicily in order to justify his 
conduct in yielding to violëncc and signing the imperial 
edict. 604 Facundus Hermianensis testifies the saIne of 
the other Oriental Bishops \vho had been compelled to 
put their signature to the edict of the Prince. 605 \Vhen 
the Synod met in Constantinople, the Fathers ,vere most 
anxious that the Pope should pronounce his judgment 
on the subject of the Three Chapters; and Vigilius 
referred to the right of his See to be the first to give 
sentence. 606 Justinian, therefore, being a\vare of the 
sentitnents of the assembled Bishops, communicated to 
them the documentary proof that the Roman Pontiff 
had already condemned the Three Chapters, and had 
bound himself with a solemn oath that they should 
every'where be anathelnatised. 007 The Bishops ,vere thus 
encouraged to vote a sentence of condell1nation. But 
before legislating on that subject, the l
athers again 
declared that Vigilius had already conden1l1cd thc Three 
Chapters by ,vord of n10uth and by '\Titing. G08 It i" 
impossible therefore to agree ,vith Mgr. l\laret in his 


602 Facundu5 Herm" De Triblls Caþi/lltis, L lV., cap. 1\. 
(Gallandi, t. xi., p. 708). 
603 Ibid.: 1. c. 
604 Ibid., 1. c. 
605 Ibid., 1. c. 
606 In Constituto (Ldbbe, t. v., p. 1320). 
607 See this document in the Fifth Synod, CoIl. vii. (Labbe. 
t. vi., p. 194). 
t:o
 Cone. Constantin. ii., ColI. viii. (Labbe, t, vi.. p. 199). 
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asscrtion that the majority did not go over to the Pope. üoo 
The Fifth Synod pronounced its sentence of condenl- 
nation against the Threc Chapters because it learnt fronl 
authentic sources that these documents had alread) 
been visited \,pith the Papal anathenla. In this case 
then, no less than before, the General Synod follo\\'ed in 
the footsteps of the }{oman Pontiff, although it had not 
in hand any controversy of faith. This fact again 
confirms the great principle that the task of a General 
Council is not to regulate the conduct of the Roman 
Pontiff, but to submit to his authentic leadership. Let 
us suppose for a moment that the Fifth Council had 
officially received the Constillt/ltUl of Pope Vigilius, and 
had submitted to its orders; what evil consequences 
\vould have follo\yed? The Synod in that case "pould 
hav'c abstained from a condemnation from \vhich t\vo 
Ecumenical Councils had previously abstained, \\'ithout 
inflicting the slightest injury on the deposit of Catholic 
doctrine. 
But under the combination of the circulnstances 
mentioned abo\"c, the Synod of Constantinople, \vhich 
had the character of an Ecunlenical Council, did pass a 
sentence against the Three Chapters. The Pope was 
then called upon to decide \vhat course he \vould pursue. 
H ad he insisted on the observance of his orders, then a 
ne\v and more fatal schisnl \,"ould have arisen in the 
Church, and the Eastern party \vould have received the 
support of the Emperor Justinian. Vigilius was sincerely 
anxious for the peace and unity of the Church. But 
the peace and unity'of the Church required once more a 
change in the economy \vhich he had adopted in the 
COllstitU/U11l. Especially as after more diligent research 
he found that the state of the things did actuall:r 
demand the condemnation of ,,-ritings to which the 
enemies of the Church looked for support. l\loreover, a 
609 Du C(J1lci/c Gbzéral, 1. ii., eh. vii., n. viii., t. i., p. 270. 
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nc\v study of the Acts of Chalcedon had corrected his 
persuasion that the Council had pronounced a judgment 
favourable to the orthodoxy òf the letter of Ibas. Pope 
Vigilius, therefore, having taken all this into conside- 
ration, after the lapse of six months fron1 the end of 
the Synod, addressed a Letter to the Patriarch 
Eutychius, in \vhich he condemned the \,'orks and the 
name of Theodorus, as \vell as those \vritings of 
Theodoret and Ibas ,vhich favoured Nestorius. GlO But 
in this document, as \vell as in the ne\\' COJ/stitutum, 
\vhich ""as perhaps addressed to the Eastern BishopS,611 
he made no mention \vhatever of the Fifth Council; 
and the purpose of this omission \vas to sho,v that other 
considerations, and not the authority of a Synod \vhich 
\vas yet unrecogniscd, had brought hin1 to this ne\v 
resolution. Then, and only then, the Synod of Con- 
stantinople began to have authority in the Church, and 
to be ranked among the Ecumenical Councils. 
To conclude. The authentic Acts of Pope Vigilius 
in this intricate controversy, not only give no indication 
of any change of doctrine, but speak loudly in favour 
of the moderation, zeal, and generosity of the Pontiff: 
\vho thus sufficiently repaired the fault of his shameful 
seizure of the Pontificate fron1 the hands of Silverius. 
But the unexampled difficulties brought upon the Pope 
and the Church in this stonny controversy, are due to 
nothing but the despotic and obstinate interference of 
the Byzantine Emperor \vith matters \"hich must ahvays 
be above the scope of the civil po\vcr. 


610 Epis/. Deere/atis Vigilii l)aþæ fld EulyehÙnll (Labbe, t. vi., 
p. 239, scq. In 1\lignc, t. lxix., P P. LL., p. 121, scq.). 
611 Cons/illt/ltlll Vigilii }Jaþæ pro dillll/Zalio/Ie TrÙl1il Caþilll- 
lOrI01l (Labbe, t. vi., p. 281, scq. In :\1igne, 1. c., p. J43, scq.). 



SECTION XI. 


[>:\1>:\1.. IXFALLIBILITY AND THE SIXTH COUKCIL. 
COXDE:\lX.\TIOX OF rOPE l-IOXORTL
. 
l'lIE Sixth General Council, and the condclnnation of 
Pope I-Ionorius, fonn as favouritc a topic of the 
opponents of Papal Infallibility as thc COllstitlltlllll of 
Pope Vigilius. J ansenists and ultra-Gallicans of old 
tinlcS and of our days make the utnlù'
t efforts to urge 
this argument, ,vhich they believe to be unans\\-erable, 
\V c ,vill try to be not only as clear but also as short 
as possible, since ,,-e have already published a ,,"ork on 
the ll1attcr, to ,,-hich our readers can easily apply for 
further explanation. til2 
l\Ionothclisl11 ,,-as one of the principal fonus under 
\\"hich l\lonophytisnl struggled to regain life and popular 
favour. Although in its substance it is of ancient date 
in the Church, and ""as taught by Arians and ...'\polli- 
narists, and also expressly by the N estorians, still it 
'was a true offspring of l\IonophytisII1, especially of the 
brcll1ch of the Scvcrians. G13 In reality the l\lonothelites 
rcncwed the crrors of Apollinaris and Scycrus, as is 
.asserted by the first t\\'O Councils uf La tcran and the 
third of Constantinoplc. Gl -l l
hc nc\\ error differed fronl 


,,12 Poþe IlolloriliS before the Trióulltll (1' RälSOlt a1ld History, 
London, 1868. 
tjl:: Ibid., sec. i., p. Î, seq. 
6H Lib
llllS Steþhani Dor
llj'is. In Cone. Lat., Seer. ii. (Labbe. 
1.. vii., p. 105); ct Seer. i\. (1. c., p. 
70). Cone. vi., Act. iv.. Eþist. 

1Kalhollis raþa- (Labbe, t. vii., p. 69
). 
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that of the Severians in this only-that in the'systelTI of 
Severus it ,vas a corollary from his principles concerning 
the Manhood of Christ, ,,'hile in that of the l\1:onothelites 
it ,vas the fundatnental principle itself. This sect main- 
tained from the beginning that, as in Christ there \vas 
only one Person, so also there 'vas only one operation. 
From the docun1ents referred to both in the Council of 
Lateran and in the Sixth Ecumenical Council, we 
gather that the Monothelites, ,vhile ackno\vledging that 
the H unlanity of Christ possessed Body and Soul, ,vith 
all thc faculties of each, nevertheless asserted that these 
\vere unable to perforn1 any operation ,,,hatever by 
themselves; all operation, both of the human and 
divine Nature, ,,-as ascribed to the Divine Word, \Vho 
used fIis If umanity as an instrument of His Divinity". 
What ,ve say of the t\\'O operations must also be 
understood of the t\VO \vills in Christ. The 1\10nothelites 
denied the natural ,vill of the I-I umanity of Christ, and 
advocated one personal \vill; they endeavoured to 
justify thcir error by arguing that the existence of two 
,viIIs in the one indivisible Person of Christ ,,'ould imply 
a state of struggle and conflict in Him. 615 Theodore of 
Pharan, Cyrus of Alexandria, and principally Sergius of 
Constantinople, and his successors, Pyrrhus and Paul, 
\vere the main supporters of the sect and of its errors. 
Pope Honorius did not understand the true charact
r 
of the error, \vhich, strong in the imperial patronage, 
,vas spreading all over the East, and preparing great 
calamities for the Church. He ,vas deceived by the 
cunning letters of Sergius, Patriarch of Constantinople, 
and believed that if the economy of silence \vere 
imposed on each of the contending parties, it ,,,ould 
end the ne\v controversy and soon restore peace and 
caltu to the Christian people. That econon1)' ,vas 
tn5 See Poþe HOllorills before the Tribunal of Reason and 
History, sec. i., p. I I, scq. 
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undoubtedly ill-tiITIed; it had the effect of adding to 
the strength of the heretical party, and of giving ,\"ider 
currency to the error. But the successors of Honorius. 
Severinus, J ol1n IV., and Theodore, a\vare of the 
mistake of their predecessor, solemnly conde111ned the 
ne\\p heresy. Popes Severinus and John IV., in the years 
639 and 640, in Ì\\'O H,0111an Synods, anathenlatised the 
error of the l\Ionothelites, as ,veIl as the Ecthesis of 
the Emperor I-Ieraclius, in ,vhich the ne". error \\'as 
enjoined in an obligatory profession of faith. ül6 Pope 
Theodore, in 648, in a Council also held at Rome, 
rejected again the ne\v heresy, and ,vith it the 1)'/JlIS 
of the Emperor Constans (which, like the 
'ctllesis, 
favoured the l\lonothelites), by. forbidding the confession 
of a doctrine of faith which had been defined by Popes 
Severinus and John IV.617 Kcvertheless, as the 1\10110- 
thelites \\'ere becoming more po\verful in the Eastern 
Church under the patronage of the Emperor Constans, 
l\'1artin I., successor of John IV., assembled in 649 
another Synod of 105 Bishops in the Lateran Church. 
in order to pass a stilllTIore solemn condemnation on the 
heresy and the imperial edicts, both ,vhich had already 
been anathcmatised by his three predecessors. 618 No". 
1\1 gr. l\laret thinks it impossible to consider that the 
decisions pronounced by these three Popes, and by 
.ß1artin I. in the Council of Lateran, \\rere dognlatic 
definitions of faith; and he holds that an EcuInenical 
Council \\'as necessary, giving his reason in the \\'ords- 
"On reconnaissait généralement alors que la dernière ne 
, . , 
s etalt pas encore prononcee touchant la controvcrsc qui 
divisait les Chréticns."619 \Ve cannot agree. The Decrees 
of Scverinus, of John IV., of Theociore, and of l\Iartin, 


CìlG Synodus Romana (Labbe, t. vi., pp. 1507, 15 26 ). 
611 Synodus Ramana (Labbe, t. vi., p. 1601). 
GIS Cone. Lateran. i. sub l\Iartino I. (Labbe, t. vii., p. ï8, scq.). 
619 flu COllcile Ghu!ral, 1. ii., ch. viii., n. iii., t. i., p. 277. 
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had been received in the Church as definitions of faith 
long before the Sixth Synod had published its decision 
on the subject. In the formula of faith pronounced by 
J3ishops before their consecration by the Pope, ,ve find 
that they professed to receive all the Decrees of the 
Pontiffs Severin us, John IV., Theodore, and l\Iartin,620 
and they put this profession 011 the same level \vith the 
definition of the Sixth Synod in the cause of the 

Vlonothelites.ü21 Nothing ,vhich is not the infallible 
utterance of a. supreme authority can be the object of 
a profession of faith, nor be put on a level ,vith the 
Decree of a General Council. ..i. \nd the expressions 
used-" Quæclllnque susceperunt' (J)ecreta Pontificu111), 
suscipimus ct tota fidei integritate veneral11ur," evi- 
òently imply that ,vhat is contained in the Pontifical 
Decrees ,vas an integral part of the faith. According 
to this n1axim, \vhen Pyrrhus, being convinced by the 
argUtl1ents of St. l\laximus in Africa, repaired to }{omc 
to seek reconciliation \vith the ROl11an Pontiff, he \vas 
obliged to present his Libl'lllls of faith, and in this he 
professed the doctrine of Two \Vills and Operations, as 
defined by the Popes ;62
 and \vhen he fell back again 
to his errors he ,vas anathematiscd by Pope Theodore, 
and deprived of his episcopal authority as a traitor to 
the faith. ü23 It must be rC111enlbercd, too, that the 


G20 "ProfiteiTIUr ctiam cuncta decreta PontificUIu ApostoliG:L 
Sedis, idest sanctæ recordationis Severini, Joannis, Theodori atque 
::\Iartini, custodire . , . et quæcumque damnaverunt, sub 3nathc- 
lTIate dan1nau1us: quæcumquc suscepcnmt, suscipimus ct tota fidei 
integritate venerall1ur" (Liber DiurtllJS RR. P })., cap. iii., tit. yj, 
:\Iigne, P P. LL., t. cv., p. 66, seq.). 
(;21 "
\d hæc suscipio et amplector et vcncror dcfinitionem, quaITI, 
Dco auspice, sancta, universalis ac n1agna scxta Synodus," etc. (1. c.). 
(j::2 Conc. Lat., Secr. i. (Labbe, t. vii., p. 91); Anastasius Bibl.. 
in Vita Theodori Paþæ (l\ligne, P P. LL., t. cxx,-iij., p. 7 2 3). 
623 Ibid., ct Hist. jf,[iscella, I. xviii. (:\Iigne, P P. LL., t. XC,".. 
p. 10 4 2 ). 
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Council of Lateran had the authority of an EcumenicaJ 
Council, so that in the third formula of faith of the 
H.oman Pontiffs it held its place bet\veen the Fifth and 
the Sixth Synods. G 2-l It is, then, difficult to agree \vith 
::\Igr. l\laret that, after the definitions of the Lateran 
Synod, "la dernière autorité ne s'était pas encore 
prononcée touchant la controverse qui divisait les 
Chrétiens." .L\nd in that very Synod nlany clear 
proofs of the Infallibility of the Popes ,vere given by 
Bishops belonging to every province of the Church, 
The nun1erous Libclli and synodical letters \vhich 
,vere then presented to the Synod, spoke of the Roman 
See and of the Pope as being the true foundation of 
faith, the teacher of truth, the centre of Catholic 
doctrine. 62j 
Let us see ,vhat are the reasons on \vhich l\1gr. 
:\.Iaret and the rest of the Gallican School rest their 
.assertion. lIe says that Constantine Pogonatus (l tenait 
les deux partis pour orthodoxcs."G2G This is no ,vonder, 
for this Prince, though brought up in Catholic principles, 
still had li\"cd in very stormy times, and in a country 
'which had becn for about sixty years under the s\vay of 
the 
Ionothelites. Constantine ,vas anxious to restore 

alm and concord in the Eastern provinces, and he 
speaks in a tonc of conciliation in order to appease the 
3pprehcnsions of the schislnatic party, and to bring 
them to terms of peace and agreement I n the hope 
of inspiring the contending parties \\'ith :-;entiments of 
1110deration and prudencc, he ga \"c the name of orthodox 
to both. Rut this is done only in pursuance of a sort 
of econolny, ,,'hich thc Church ,vould certainly not 
condenul ,,'hen used by a Prince on the eve of an 
Ecumenical Council, \\'hich he had proposed to assemble 
ti2t Libcr DiunzlIs RR. P P., cap. ii" tit. ix. C\ligne, 1. c., p. 58). 
(j
5 Cone. Lat., Seer. ii. (Labbe, t. vii., pp. 108, 118, 159, etc.). 
C
6 Dlt C01ICilc Gbllral, l. ii., ch. viii., n. iii., t. i., p. 277. 
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to the effect of restoring peace bet\veen the contending 
parties. The Monothelites, though definitively con- 
demned, had not as yet been cast out of the Church 
\vith all the solelnnity \vhich accompanies the sentence- 
of an Ecumenical Synod. A Universal Synod, as we 
have repeatedly said, is the final effort and the last 
resource which the Church employs for the reconciliation 
of the heretics or for their final destruction. \Vhen, 
therefore, a General Council is near at hand, it suits 
\vell \vith the habitual mercy of the Church to "'ink at 
the application of the honourable name of Orthodox 
even to heretics; this is in the hope that their hearts \vill 
be softened by this condescension, and that they \vill be 
better disposed to receive the grace of conversion. \\Y e 
find an instance of this forbearance in the conduct 
prescribed by Pope Celestine, and observed by the 
Council of Ephesus to\vards N estorius. And in \vhat 
\ve have said \ve have anticipated the ansv{er to l\1gr. 
l\larees second reason. He says that 1\1acarius lC qui se 
trouvait indirectement sous Ie poids des anathèmes du 
Concile de Latran . . . du consentement des Légats, 
rut admis au Concile avec tous les titres, les honneurs 
et Ies droits des autres Evéques."62i All that is here 
adduced must be referred to the same economy, by 
\vhich an exception ,vas mad e to the disciplinary 
Canons of the Church, in the hope of bringing back a 
sinner into the path of righteousness. As to Mgr. 
Maret's final objection, dra,vn from the supposed use- 
lessness of General Councils on the supposition of Papal 
Infallibility, this difficulty has been fully eXplained in 
the seventh section of this book. 
We must no,,, see ho\v the proposal of an Ecumenical 
Council made by the Emperor \vas received by Pope 
Agatho. Beyond doubt he received it ,vith great fervour 
and lively joy, for he saw in it a clear proof of the 
627 Du C011cile Gbléral, 1. ii., ch. viii., n. iv., t. i., p. 279. 
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Catholic sentiments of the Prince, and of his anxiety to 
put an end to a controversy \vhich had caused so great 
evils to the Church and to the Empire, for \vhich purpose 
be found no mOl c suitable means than a General Council. 
He ,vas right. In similar circulnstances, as we have seen 
in the foregoing sections, the Church has ahvays resorted 
to the like expedient. Nevertheless, the Pope, while 
granting the Council, had no thought whatever of 
applying to the U dernière autorité" in the Church, or 
procuring a solemn confirmation of the definitions of 
the Apostolic See. To send his Legates to a Synod. 
in order to discuss ane\v points of faith \vhich had been 
already settled by his predecessors, \vith the intention 
that the Council should have po\ver to alter or modify 
\vhat had been defined by the i\postolical authority, 
\vould have been nothing short of denying Papal 
Infallibility. Consequently, he sent his Legates \vith 
strict orders that they should do no nlore than explai 11 
and enforce in the Council the traditional doctrinL 
of his Apostolic See, as it had been laid do"""n by 
preceding Pontiffs. G2S Their lnission \\'as not to discuss 
or exalnine, as if the matter \vcre doubtful and uncertain, 
but they \vere briefly to set forth the certain and 
unchangeable doctrine of the ROlnan Sce. 629 This 
resolution of the Pope and of the Ron1an Synod \vas 
officially conln1unicated by j\gatho to the Emperor as 
\vell as to the Synod, in order that all tnight kno\v upon 


628 "t; t nihil l )l"
sumant aU<J"crc minuerc vel Inutare sed 
þ' , , 
traditionen1 hujus Apostolicæ Scdis, ut a pr.:cdcecssoribus Apos- 
tolieis Pontificibus instituta cst, sineeritcr cnarrarc" (Eþis/olll 
..1gathollis Paþæ ad COilS!. Pl
{{01zat. blli. J n .\et. iv., Cone. '.1 
Labbe, t. vii" p. 655). 
(j29 "
on taulen tanquanl dc ineertis contendere, sed ut certa 
atque imnultabilia compcndiosa dcfinitione proferrc" (Eþistola 
Agathollis Paþæ ad SJ'llodu1Il SC:ttam. In Act. iv., Cone. V1. 
Labbe, 1. (',. p, 714\ See p(Jþl' HOIl0rÙfS, 
ee. i,-.. pp. 86, 87. 



254 


The Infallibility of tIle Popc. 


\vhat terms an Ecumenical Council ,,-as al1o\vcd by the 
Apostolical See. 
These resolutions are in thclnselves enough to sho\v 
the full persuasion of Pope l\gatho and of his Roman 
Synod that Papal definitions \vcre infallibly truc. Unless 
a Papal definition is held as infallible and irrcfonnable, 
it \vould be absurd for a Pope to declare that an 
ECHlnenical Council, representing the Universal Church, 
is not at liberty, after ne\v researches, to alter or n10dify 
it in the slightest manner, But if so, then the Ecunlenical 
Council is no longer" la dernière autorité," as conlpared 
\vith Papal authority. 1\1 gr. l\Iaret admits the facts, and 
still he denics their consequences. He n1ust be respon- 
sible for his o\vn logic. It must not be thought that 
Pope .L\gatho gave the foregoing instructions to hi
 
Lcgates in a' private and secret manner; he openly 
noticed them in his Letter to the Sixth Synod,6
o that 
all might understand \vhat ,vas the missio!1 ,,'hich the 
Legates of the Apostolic See were to discharge in the 
Synod of Constantinople. Nay, both in his Letters to 
the En1peror and to the Council, he fully explains the 
reasons on \vhich these instructions \vere based; this is 
none other than the privilege of Infallibility di\Tinely 
conferred on the Sec of Peter. 1'herefore he openly 
asserts that, by virtue of this supernatural gift, his See 
had ah\-ays been exempt from all taint or error,621 and 
he declares that all \vho wish to save their souls must 
unanimously profess the fonn of faith \vhich rests on the 
Apostolic tradition of Petcr, \\'ho is the foundation of the 
Church. Consistently \vith this, he denounces in the 


630 See the Lettcr of Agatho to the Council, quoted aboyc (1. c.). 
631 "Quæ (Ecclesia Romana) ejus (Petri Apostoli) gratia et 
præsidio ab omni errore illibata permanet," etc. (Eþist, Agatl/Ollis 
ad Const. /mþ., l. c. Labbe, t. vii., p. 698). This passage, whether 
in its conteÀt or not, can have no IDcaning but that which we 
attributed to it, 



J>apal Tufallibili!)' and the Six/It Cou1lcil 


...,"- 
.....)) 


sc\'crcst tcrn1S all \vlto rejcct the san1C form, as guilty of 
a bctrayal of the faith, and as deserving a rigorous 
judgment at the tribunal of Christ. 63 :? He judges all to 
be enemies of the Catholic and Apostolic confession, 
and subject to perpetual condemnation, \vho shall refuse 
to teach thc doctrine \yhich he propounds,6J3 and over 
and over again he refers to the Infallibility of the 
Apostolic See as to a pledge and justification of his 
utterance. He declares that all the orthodox Fathers 
and all the General Councils had always venerated the 
teaching of the Ron1an See, and entirely and faithfully 
adhered to it; that it had been calumniated and 
persecuted by none but heretics. f ;:3t He solemnly 
asserts that it had never at any tilnc declined from 
the straight path of truth, but that it had ahvays been 
preserved from error since the Apostles placed in it 
the doctrine of revealed dogma, and that it should 
always so last till the end of time, pure and Ï1nmaculatc 
in its teaching. He alleges in proof of this the promise 
tnade by our IJord to Peter, that his faith should never 
faiI.GJj 


632 Epist. 
\gathonis cit.. 1. c. (Labbe, 1. c., p, 703). 
G33 Epist. Synod. Agathonis cit., 1. c. (Labbe, 1. C., p. 715). 
634 Eþist. AKath. ad C01zsttllltÙZU1JZ AliK., l. c. (Labbe, I.e., p.659). 
63.> "Cujus (Petri) annitente præsidio hæc Apostolica ejus 
[Ecclesia nunquam a via veritatis in qualibet erroris parte deflexa 
est, cujus auctoritatem utpate Apostolorum omnium principis 
semper omnis CatholicaJ Ecclesia et uni\'ersales synodi fidcliter 
clmplectentes in cunctis secutæ sunt.' (Labbe, I. c., p. 659). 
.. Quæ (Ecclesia Romana) per Dei Omnipotentis gratiam a tramitc 
.\postolicæ traditionis nunqualn eHasse probabitur, nee hærcticis 
novitatibus depravata succubuit, sed ut ab exordio fidei Christianæ 
percepit ab auctoribus suis Apostolorum Christi Principibus illibata 
tine tcnus pcrmanet, secundum ipsius Domini Salvatoris dÏ\rinam 
pollicitationem, quam suormn Discipulorum Principi in sacris 
E,'angeliis fatus est: 'Petre, Petre, inquiens,' etc."- Luc. ,,"xii. 
3 1 , 3 2 -(Labbc, l. c., (62). :\1.-. Renouf, in his recent pamphlet 
i TIle Case 0./ Pl7þc HOl1orius Recollsidered. p, 46, seq.), attacks the 
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Such is the language in \vhich Pope Agatho and his 
Synod addresses the Emperor and the Sixth Council. 
The Roman Pontiff does not expect from the Fathers a 


argument in favour of Papal Infallibility drawn fronl the two 
passages of St. Agatha's Letter, I Ie says that the first is spurious 
because the words which we haye placed in brackets arc not 
found in the Greek text; and objects that the other does not 
refer to the Ronlan Church. The writer is mistaken on both 
points. As to the first, the argml1ent of :\1r. Renouf can be 
reduced to the following syllogistic fornl: Every passage which 
is not found in the Greek text (at least, of the Sixth Council) is 
spurious; but the words in question are not found in it-then they 
are spurious. The major, as proposed, is evidently uncritical and 
false. In the Acts of this very CounciJ, at least seven other 
passages, beside the one mentioned. are found in the Latin text, 
the words of which are not in the Greek text. Hardouin and others 
indicate these onlissions in their printed te)..t. (See in Hardouin, 
t. iii., Conc. vi., Act. iv., pp. 1080, 1116; Act, ix., p. 1193; Act. x., 
p. 1249; Act. Ài., p, 1296; Act. xyi., p, J 384; Act. xviii., p. 1409; 
Edict. Const. Imþ" p. 1457.) The only place in the Acts of the 
Sixth Synod pointed out by Hardouin as spurious, is to be found 
in the Greek te)..t (Act. xi., p. 1292), being a passage inserted in 
the Epistle of Sophronius, where, strange to say, Pope Honorius 
is anathelllatised by the great Bishop of Jerusalem. Cotc1erius 
had already reluarked the interpolation (JloJuulZ. Eccl. Græc.. 
t. i., in nota ad p. 325. Parisiis, 1677). Binius, in his edition of 
the Councils, although he had compared a large number of 
Inanuscripts, was unable to fiJl up a large gap in the Greek text 
where just the words in question should be found (COIlC., t, v., 
p. 35. Parisiis. 1630). Hardouin, Labbe, :\lansi, &c., fined it up 
with the help of other copies, but e\en they did not gi,-e the whole. 
The gap was thus reduced to the words within brackets. But as 
the part of the Greek text \\ hich was found, justified the authen- 
ticity of the Latin teÀt of the ancient versions, we should infer 
that the Latin words in brackets are the exact \-cr
ion of the part 
which could not he supplied by the nlutilated manuscripts. 
Especially, it H1llst bc remarked, that in all the ITIOst ancicnt 
Inanuscripts of the Latin version-without any e)..ception-the 
words in question are found. So that, to declare the words 
,-;purious, would argue an absolute want of criticisl11. nesidcs 
1 his, the passage, read \\ itllout tllC "ords in brackets, either 
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\ 
ne\v definition of faith. lIe points out to the: })ishops 
.............. . 
that they should believe and profess, and co11firm by 
their Decrees, the traditional infallible doctrine of the 


would give no n1eaning at all, or would equally' bear on Papal 
Infallibility. As to the other passage, we 11lay gratuitously deny 
what 1\lr. Renouf gratuitously asserts-that the passage does not 
refer to the Roman Church. But we will allege for our position 
the reason which l\lr. Renollf is not able to produce in defence of 
his own. In the first passage lnentioned above, Pope Agatho 
s
id, h Ha
c Apostolica Ecclesia," and he certainly Ineant the 
Ronlan Church. N or does 1\lr. Renouf deny this. Now, in the 
passage which we ha,"c in hand, he uses the same expression. 
He says: a
T1j 7; ,:;"YS:.JlUJ,TI'Y..
 1.IJ
':"'1jP <;"o
 Ú/.lJSTÉPOiJ yaÀ"/jyaíoiJ 
'Y..pá,:,ou; 7; CL700'':''oì,lz
 <;"O
 Xpl(jTO
 Èzzi,1j(J'ía-" This Apostolic 
Church of Christ, spirituall\lother of your serene Empire." Agatho 
did not speak of the Church of Christ, which is Apostolic, but of 
this Apostolic Church, as in the first passage; of this he says, 
th.1.t she is the spiritual l\lother of the ROlllan Empire, and of 
this he asserts, that she shall neycr decline fr01n the path of the 
Apostolic tradition. l\lr. Renouf did not notice in the text the 
particle a
T1j, which points out one Church in particular, and in 
a definite nlanner. 
 0 \\ onder that the Roman Church is called 
the spiritual :\Iother of the Enlpire, since the Christian Empire had 
its birth in Rome with Constantine, under the powerful influence 
of the Christian religion. I t was at Rome that Constantine 
received the light of the true faith, and therefore it could be said 
without exaggeration that the Roman See was truly the spiritual 
I\lother of the Christian Enlpire. But, Inoreover, Agatho, in order 
to point still Inore distinctly to the Ronlan Church, mentions, in 
the ,"ery sanle passage, the two Princes of the Apostles, who had 
planted with their blood the new faith of Christ in the Ronlan 
Church. Finally, Pope Agatho appeals to the pron1Ìses made 
by Christ to Peter, and in him to his successors. Those pron1Ìses 
regard properly the ROlnan Church; and therefore-still in the 
same passage-the Pope concludes that the Roman Pont
ffs had 
always fulfilled the duty of confinning their brethren in the faith. 
\\'" e see then that the beginning, the 111iddle, and the end of the 
passage in question, prove to demonstration that it must be 
referred to the Homan Apostolic Church. This is one instance 
of the unfair criticisln adopted by :\lr. Renouf against the defenders 
of Papal Infallibility. 
R 
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Rornan See, \vhich all his predecessors had ah\Tays 
taught. If \\.C read \\rith attention the Letters of Pope 
Agatho to the Ell1peror and to the Sixth Synod, and 
compare them \vith the time and the circun1stances in 
\vhich they \vere "Titten, \ve shall be forced to concludc 
that they forn1 a sumn1ary treatise on the supreme 
infallible authority of the "A.postolic See, considered in 
its principles and in its practical application. The 
Oriental Church had fallen into schism because it had 
allo\yed itself to be led a\vay by the subtleties of the 

\Ionothelite teachers, and had refused to listen to the 
infallible \Toice of the H..on1an Pontiffs. N OW" it looked 
for reconciliation and unity froln a Universal Council. 
Pope Agatho, in his t\yO Letters, points out the \vay of 
reconciliation and unity. He sets forth the formula of 
Catholic faith, \\Thich is the formula of the Apostolic 
1llogistcrÙt1Jl of the H..on1an See; and he insists that all 
Blust believe and confess it, and, on the other hand, 
condcn111 and reject every dogma contrary to it. Should 
any refuse to subnlit to this rule of faith, they ".ould be 
in error, in schism, and in reprobation. But the Pope 
could not Ï1npose a fonnula of faith to be believed 
and confessed, unless his 1/lagisterÙt11l ,vas universally 
ackno\vledged as infallible. Therefore he repeatedly 
insists on that capital point of doctrine. He declares 
that the l
oman See has never erred, and that it never 
shall err. He confirms and explains his assertion by 
referring to the promises of Christ, to the example of 
all the 1-4'athers and Doctors of the Church, and of the 
Ecun1enical Synods then1selves, \vhich had ah\-ays 
received from Ronle the paradignl of the doctrine that 
they \vere to define. At the saIne tin1e, as supreme 
and infallible Doctor in the Church, he not only 
proposes the Catholic form of faith "rith regard to 
the hvo \vills and operations in Christ, but he also 
exposes the errors of IVlonothelisnl, and by dra\ving 
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out thc traditional doctrine of all the Fathers, hc sho,vs 
the fallacies of the heretics, and affords ne\v ,veapons for 
their dcn10lition. Thus \\"e see that the doctrine of the 
Infallibility of the Ron1an See is far fro111 being artfully 
inserted in the Letters of Popc Agatho, as Dr. Döllinger 
has in1agined. G3û This doctrine is ,voven into their very 
substancc; it is the ground\vork of their \vhole argu- 
n1ent. If \\.e n1ake abstraction for a n10n1ent froin that 
teaching, the \\.holc drift of the t\vo Letters is pointless 
and n1eaningless. Ho\v could ... \gatho proclaim an 
1
clln1enical Council to be in error and reprobation, 
should it decline to receive at his hands the doctrine 
of faith, had he not been infallible-had the doctrine 
of Papal Infallibility not becn a traditional dogma in 
the Universal Church? l\fr. Renollf believes that if the 
111ere scraps of passages of .L\gatho's Letters (already 
quoted in our paIl1phlet on Pope lIonorius, in favour of 
1>apal Infallibility) are read in thcir true context, they 
ha\"e not the 111eaning \vhich is attributed to them. G37 
By this language the '\'riter sho\\"s plainly that he does 
not understand the cant ::,
t of those Letters, or that he 
takes his o\vn fancy as giving thcir true context. 

 O\V let us see in \\'hat spirit the assen1bled Fathers 
received the t\\'O Letters of Pope .L\gatho. :No voice of 
protest ,,-as lifted up ag-ainst the fundan1ental doctrine 
of Infallibility, ,yhich the Pontiff attributed to his 
Apostolical See, and \vhich he rested on the promises 
of Christ H imsel[ The Bishops did not pass any 
censures on .L-\.gatho's Letter - they received it as a 
\1,.hole, and in all its points. Therefore they received 
the doctrine of Papal Infallibility \vhich ,vas so prolni- 


G3G Dit..' Paþs! Fabcbl, p. 137. l\Ir. Renouf should be reminded 
that Dr. Döllinger believes, no less than the Ultramontanes, that 
.Agatha maintained his I nfallibility in the Letters in question. 
631 Poþe HOllor,us btJore the TYt.buJ!cll if RtaSoll and History, 
sec. h",. p. 87, scq. 
R 2 
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nently stated in those Letters, 
nd intinlately connected 
\vith the "rhole of theIne The l:athers testified their 
adnlission of these Letters, as possessing infallible 
authority, in the Eighth Session, as \vell as in the 
synodical letter addressed to Pope Agatho; and in 
the Prosphonetic letter sent to the Enlperor they 
treated thenl as being a rule of faith. û3s 'Vhen suspicion 
arose that four 13ishops and bvo Monks rejected the 
t\VO Pontifical l\lissives, the Council ordered that they 
should give explanation of thcir faith in '\Titing and 
on oath: \vhereupon the accused accepted ,vithout 
reserve all the heads of the doctrine contained in the 
LettcrsY:>!) 1\Iacarius, Patriarch of Antioch, ,,"as-deposed 
from his dignity and expelled frol11 the Synod, because 
hc refused to profess adherence to the Lctters of 
Agatho.û-!o In this "'c see that the Sixth Council 
ackno\yledged (I.) that thc Apostolical See \yas infal- 
lible in its authentic 1JlagistcrÙtlll
' (2.) that the 
Ectllnenical Council \\"as bound to receive at the hands 
of the H..olnan Pontiff the doctrinc \vhich all \vere to 
believc. 
l\Igr. l\laret objects that the Lctters of Agatho "'ere 
cxan1ined by thc Bishops before being accepted by 
them, as \\'C read at the end of thc Sev
nth Session.û-n 
\V c reply (1.) that, as ""C havc frequently remarked, 
it is the duty of cvery Ecumenical Synod to cxalnine 
the doctrine ,,'hich is proposed to be defined, for the 


(;38 Conc. Constantin. iii., Act. yiii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 760); Eþist. 
SYllod. ad '" 19athollem Paþalll. In Act. xviii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 1009) ; 
Serino J>rosþholleticlls ad C01/stallt. In Act. xyiii. (Labbe, 1. c" 
p. 108 9). 
(;39 Conc. Constantin. iii., Act. x. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 873, seq,). This 
was the declaration, expressed in the formula which they presented 
to the Synod, that they adhered sin1plyand without reserve to all 
the points of Pope Agatho's Letters. 
ü-lO C C '..' A ... (L bb I 68 \ 
onc. onstantIn. Ill., ct. nIl. a e,. c., p. 7 ;. 
{at Ibid., Act. vii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 751). 
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reason ,\Ohich has so often been rllentioned-the Fathers 
in Council are truly judges of the faith. But (2,) thc 
objection of :JIgr. l\laret does not affect our position; 
it cornes to this, that the Sixth Synod, after due 
consideration, accepted and professed the doctrine of 
Papal Infallibility, as stated by Pope .i.'\gatho in his 
t\vo Letters. Therefore ,vhat the l-ìathers said in the 
]
ighth Session n1ust be referred to the infallibility of 
the 1I1agistcrÙ/lIl ,vhich is set forth in the t,vo Letters. 
Because they believed the Pope infallible, they regarded 
these Letters as dictated by the Ho'ly Ghost ;G42 as if 
Peter hilnself, the J lead of the .r\.postles, had ,vritten 
then1 by inspiration,';.:
 and spoken them through the 
lips of Pope Agatho,GU This ,vas ,vhy they conden1ned 
,vhat had been condelnned by the Letters, 1.nd sanc- 
tioned that forn1l1la of faith ,vhich Agatho subn1itted 
to their plenary judgment. Ö4J 
Nevertheless, the condernnation of Pope IIonorius 
by the Sixth Council is for :\Igr. l\Iaret, as ,yell as for 
the old and n10dern ultra-Gallicans, the chief argurllent 
for impugning the doctrine of Papal Infallibility.G-!G At 
the present time, ,vhen the question has been so rlluch 
Jiscussed, the opponents of the doctrinc have no better 
argul11cnt to resort to than the conden1uation of Pope 
Honorius. Thus Dr. Döllinger in Gern1any,G47 1\lr. 


la
 Cone. Constantin. iii., Act. viii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 759). 
ti43 .Epist. Synotlalis ad AgatltollclIl Paþallt. In .Act. XVlll. 
.(Labbe, 1. c" p. 110 9). 
c-u Eþis!. ad COJlstalltÙl/tlll Imþ. In Act. xviii. (Labbe, 1. c., 
p. 108 9). 
G!.j In this part of his work, Dr. Pusey has no other l11crit than 
that of giving in good English a part of thc eighth chapter of 
.ì\Tgr. 
Iaret's work, which we have examined. 
ti4G DIl (òllcile Gållral, 1. ii., ch, viii., n. viii., seq" p. 28 7, 
seq. 
G4i Dic Paþs! Fabclll des Jfi!klalttT,), n. vii., pp. 13 1 - 1 5 1 . 
1\1 ünchen, 1863. 
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Renouf in England,G48 1\1. de Rozière G4Û and F. Gratry 
in France,fì30 and ,vith then1 a s,,'arn1 0[. journalists, 
infidel or Protestant, parade this argument as if it 
presented an insuperable obstacle to thc vie\vs of 
those ,\,ho uphold the Papal prerogative. Dr. Pusey 
could not be expected to have any better argument at 
hand against Catholic dogn1a; and in this case, as 
in so many others, he has faithfully collected ,,,'hat 
Gallicans and Protestants have \\Titten against Honorius, 
at the same time paying no attention to the full 
refutations put forth by the ntl111erOUS apologists of 
the accused Pope. G31 A sketch of the controversy ,,,ill 
suffice for the purposes of the present ,york. 
Until the rise of Gallicanisrl1 the case of HonoritIs 
had been nearly forgotten. The J ansenists, though 
stubborn enen1Ïes of Papal Infallibility, vindicated the 
orthodoxy of that Pope's Letters, hoping thereby to 
secure an argument against the infallibility of the 
Church on dogmatic facts. The Catholics of the 
Roman School, on the other hand, adopted various 
lines of opinion. Some rejectcd the authenticity 
of those passages in the Sixth Council, and in the 
Letters of Pope Leo II., ,vhich speak of the COl1- 
den1nation. Others admitted their authenticity, but 
they n1aintained that the Council "'as n1isled by 
calumnious inforn1ation ,vith regard to H onorius. 
Some, again, thought that Pope Honorius mistook as 
to the right conception of the Catholic doctrine, but 


(W
. The Condem1lation of Poþe HOllorius
' TIle Ct!se of Poþc 
Ho1torills l?ecollsÙlt:red. London, [868, 1869. 
64!J Libcr Dinn/us, publié par Eugène Rozièrc. Introduction. 
Paris. 
(j50 Afgr. l'Ev
qlte d'Orlt!aJls ct AIgr. l'Arc!tc7-,Pque dt! JIalÙlcs. 
Paris, 1870. 
(j'")l EirCllicoll, pt. iii., Is H,'althfltl ReuNioll IlIzþossibk? p. 189, 
seq. 
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that his error "'as not taught by hin1 [:r cathcdrâ. 
Others finally accept all the r\cts of the Council, and, 
although they deny the IJetters of IIonorius to be an 
utterance t:r catltcdrâ, yet they n1aintain that they 
convey no dogmatical error. \Ve agree ,\'ith these last. 
.. \ threefold question therefore clainls examination here. 
(r.) Do the Letters of I--Ionorius constitute a definition 
C. catltcdrtÎ? (2.) Do they contain any error in Blatter 
of doglua? (3,) Upon ,vhat ground did the Sixth 
Council condenu1 the Pope? The question ,yhich 
concerns Papal Infallibility is not necessarily connected 
,,;ith that ,\'hich regards the integrity of the faith of 
}-Ionorius, nor even with that of his condenlnation for 
the crinle of heresy. If his IJetters are orthodox, or at 
least if they ,,"ere not utterances ex cathcdrâ, the dogma 
of Papal Infallibility is in no '\'ay conlpron1Ïsed. ::\Iore- 
over, in order that his condenulation by an ECluuenical 
Council should haye any bearing on the doctrine ,yhich 
,ve luaintain, it should be proved that the Synod 
conden1ned Honorius for having taught heresy in the 
Church in the solemn exercise of his Pontifical 1l/agis- 
'CrillJIi, and that his condenlnation ,vas sanctioned in 
those very tern1S by the Apostolic See. 
First, then, ,yc assert that the Ì\yo Letters of I-Ionorius 
have not the character of any utterance ex cathedrâ. 
For a Pontifical Letter to be a teaching tT catht'drâ, it 
is required that the Pope, either formally or inlplicitly, 
should speak to the Universal Church, though he may 
have addressed his l\Iissives to a particular Bishop in a 
particular diocese. I\1:oreover, the question ,vhich he 
defines must be a tenet of faith. Because the ,vord 
cathedra nleans the 111agistcriulIl or the I lead of the 
Church, and Papal1llagisterÙ/l1l concerns things of faith. 
Again, it is essential that such a definition should not 
leave open the questions \vhich it defines: othenyise it 
\vould not have the character of an utterance of a 
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supren1e 1llagistcrÙt11l frol11 ,vhich there is 110 appcal. It 
fo11o,\'s that a definition c..r cathcdrâ must formally, or at 
least implicitly, import the obligation of an absolutc 
assent to it on the part of the Faithful throughout the 
Church. No,v thc Letters of IIonorius did not bear 
these characters. First, the Pope addrcssed his Letters 
to Sergius, and at the san1e time he inforI11cd him that 
he had also expressed the same scntin1ents to Cyrus, 
Patriarch of Alexandria, and to Sophronius, Patriarch 
of J crusalem,c':;2 But evidcntly he did not intcnd his 
Letters for circulation an10ng the Bishops either of the 
vVest or of the East. It is undeniablc that till Pyrrhus 
pu blished an extract fron1 the first of the Lctters of 
Honorius, they ,,'ere generally unkno\vn in the Latin 
Church; nor does any record exist sho,ving that they 
,verc comlllunicated to the Oriental Bishops. Sergius, 
,,'ho ought to have been interested in the matter, ,vas 
rather anxious to ,vithdra,v them from vie\v. He did 
not l11ention then1 in the Ecthcsis, ,vhich ,vas his 
o\vn con1position; he buried them in the Patriarchal 
....-\rchives, \vhere they '\'erc found at the time of the 
Sixth Council. c53 Had the Letters of Honorius con- 
taincd a definition of faith, they \vould have been put in 
circulation throughout the Church; because the lIzagis- 
tcrÙl11l of the Suprel11e Pastor in a matter of faith 
concerns all; that all n1ay believe the san1e, in confor- 
111ity ,vith the teaching of the authentic authorities 
appointed by Christ. N o,v thc Letters in qucstion had 
not for their proper aim to dispose of any matter 
of faith, but they concerned ecclesiastical economy: 
thc last Lettcr concerned no one except the threc 
Patriarchs, to 'VhOl11 the Pontifical detern1inations ,vere 


(j,j2 Eþis!. ii. HOllorii ad SergÙtllz. In Act. xiii., Cone. Con- 
stant. iii. (Labbe, 1. c" 1003). 
(j,j3 Poþ
 HOllorÙts before Ilu' Tribullal of Reason and History, 
sec. ii., p. 33, scq. 
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really com n1tI nicated. 1 Iere is the reason ,vhy they 
\\"cre not intcnùed for circulation in the ,\rhole Church, 
and ,,'hy they ,vcre actually \vithhcld from circula- 
tion. That the Letters had for their o\vn special and 
inlnlcdiatc object an ecclesiastical economy, is luanifest 
fronl thc purport of thc lettcr of Sergius to Honorius, as 
,\"cll as of the ans\ycr rcturned by thc Pope to the 
Patriarch. The occasion anù thc reason for ,vhich 
Scrgius applicd to the Pope ,vas as follo\vs. \Vhen 
Sophronius strongly opposed the Articles proposed by 
Cyrus of Alcxandria to the Thcodosians and signed by 
them, Scrgius of Constantinople, ,\"ho ,vas the centre 
and the life of the ,vhole .:\Ionothclite mOVcI11cnt, ,vas 
\\"cll a\vare that only a policy of silence could afford 
hope of bringing his dcceitful and heretical labour of 
reconciliation to a successful issue. But in order to 
prop up his designs, and check on the other hand the 
opposition of Sophronius, \vho had already been raised 
to the 
ce of J crusalem, he needed a po\verful support, 
,vhich he could find no\\"here but in Ronle in the 
.f\postolical Sce. Therefore he addressed to Pope 
Honorius a most insidious letter, ,\"ith the vie\v of 
gaining hirll ovcr in favour of his policy of silcnce. Of 
course he used evcry artifice in his po\ver calculated to 
deceive the Popc. He coloured his heretical doctrines 
\vith patriotic and Biblical allusions, and gave thenl a 
Catholic tint; he cxaggerated the arnount of the good 
\vhich, as he represented, \yould be frustrated in thc 
]
ast by the usc of formulæ of faith ,\"hich had not yet 
f\
ccivcd any Synodical sanction; he strove to inlpress 
thc Popc ,\-ith the nccessity of the prudent econorl1Y of 
silence for both thc contending pdrties ,\"ith regard to 
the formulæ of one or t\vo operations and \vills of 
Christ. But he did not ask the Pontiff for any dog- 
ll1atical dcfinition. To ask for a dognlatical definition, 
and at the sanle time for the econolny of silence, \vould 
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simply have bccn a formal contradiction. Besides this, 
it ,vould have been the most imprudent step for the 
Monothelite leadcr if, under the circumstances, hé had 
sought for a definition fron1 the See ,vhich had issued 
the famous Letter of St. Leo on the doctrine of the 
Incarnation. Prudence ,,"ould have suggested that it 
,vould be ,veIl at least to sound the n1ind of the 
Pontiff beforehand. c34 
Pope Honorius did not give an "unqualified appro- 
bation to the doctrine of Sergi us," as 1\lr. Renollf 
asserts :6.:".5 but he sanctioned the econolny of silence on 
the subject of one or t,vo operations in Christ; and at 
the sall1e tin1c he 111ade a short exposition of the 
Catholic principles on the subject of the Incarnation, 
connected \vith the lettcr of Sergius: but he declared 
that he ,,,ould define nothing on the point in question ;C56 
he appro,.ed and sanctioned only the econolny of silence 
.adopteù by Sergius. G37 No,v if he approved the economy 
of silence, and defined nothing in the matter, his Letters 
cannot be a teûching ex cathcdrâ. 1"'hey leave the 
controversy open, and consequently they do not impose 
on the Faithful any obligation to believe ,yhat is defined. 
l\'lr. H..enouf thinks it to be a great objection, that Pope 
H onori us in his second Letter sDeaks as fo110\v5: 
J. 
" These things \ve have judged proper to make ll1anifest 


(jj-l Poþe HOJlOrius, sec. ii., p. 23, seq,
 and sec. i., p. 5, seq. 
U;).> The COlldell111atiOll of Poþe HOl/orius, p. 21. 
(jj(j "Non nos oportet Unalll vel duas operationcs definientes 
prædicare" (Eþis!. ii. HOJlorii .I.:J a þæ ad SergÙl1Jl. In Act. xiii" 
Conc. vi. Labbc, 1. c., p. 1003). " Propter sÏ1llplicitatelll hominulll 
et amputandas inextricabiles quæstionum ambages, sicut superius 
diximus, non unam vel duas operationes in nlcdiatore Dei et 
hOlllinulll definire . . . debcmus," etc. (Ibid.). 
üj; "Hortantes vos ut unius yel geillinæ novæ vocis inductulll 
operationis vocabulum aufugicntes," etc. (Eþis!. i. Honorii ad 
ScrgÙt1Il. In Act. xii., Conc. Constantin. iii. Labbe, 1. c., p. 966) ; 
Eþis!. ii. HOJloJ'ii ad ScrgÙtJJl (1. c.). 


'I 
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by the present Letter
 to your 1110st holy fraternity for 
the instruction and kno,vledge of those ,,"ho arc in 
perplexity."fus But what in1portance can these ,vords 
have as a proof that the t\\'O Letters are a teaching 
L....1: cathcdrtÎ! I-Ionorius declares in!n1cdiately after that 
he ,\'ill not give a definition in the mattcr; but he is 
detennined to suppress economically the t\vo formulæ 
,,"hich he considers dangcrous to the peace of the 
Ch urch and to be sources of discord. Those then ,vho · 
""ere in perplexity must have been anxious to kno,v 
,\'hether they ,vere authorised to abstain from both 
fornlulæ of faith, according to the orders of Sergius of 
Constantinople. On this account he informs them 
through the Patriarch, that they could ,vithout any fault 
omit the formula and ren1ain faithful to the doctrine 
expressed by St. Leo in his dogmatic Epistle.(3,j:) Ho\\r 
can 1\lr. l\..enouf construe these ,yords into a proof of 
the Letter bcing an utterance cx cathcdrâ l According 
to the practice of the Church, in that age, some solen1- 
nities ,vcrc necessa
y to be obscrved ,vhen dogmatic 
Constitutions t:1: catllcdrâ ,verc despatched by the 
ROlnan Pontiffs. Among then1, the most important ,vas 
the Synod, ,yhich on such occasions ,vas held in Rome 
before the Pontifical definitions ,vere pronounced. No"., 
by no contemporary document are ,ve informed that 
Honorius ever held any Synod during the controversy, 
and for the cause of ::\lonothelism; the L'ibcr DiuYlllts 
confirms the point, for in the formulæ of faith ,vhich arc 
found in it, the Pontiffs professed to hold all the 


G..d The Case of Poþe HOJlorius Recollsidered, p. 87, seq. 
W9 
lr. Renouf calls this argmnent '
extreluely faulty" (The 
Case of Poþe HOllorius RecoJlsidt'n'd, p. 82); but he gives no 
reason for his opinion. He asserts that the Letter of St. Leo to 
Flavian was not published in a Synod. But how does he prove 
this? \\" c showed the contrary in our pamphlet on Honorius, 
sec. ii., note 29, p. 19, seq. 
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Constitutions of their predecessors 'i.vhiclt were sYllodi- 
cally dccrecd. ûûo But since they condemned the Letters 
of Honorius, they sho\v that they did not regard them 
as synodical. The Council itself abstained frolll calling 
them synodical. Finally, Sophronius \vould not have 
applied to the Pope for a dogmatic definition if the first 
Letter of Honorius had conveyed any. And even if 
the elnbassy \vhich the Patriarch of Jerusalem intrusted 
to Stephen of Dora, sent by him to l
ome, is not to be 
distinguished froll1 the first, ,,
hich arrived before 
Honorius "Tote his second Letter to Sergius,6ûl cer- 
tainly this last cannot be considered as a definition, 
since it linlits itself only to giving advice to the t,,
o 
parties to abstain from the use of the formulæ of one or 
t\VO operations. The anlbassadors of Sophronius, says 
Honorius hill1self, accepted the econonlY of silence on 
the condition that their adversaries \vould keep it faith- 
fully on their side. GG :! Fronl ,,
hich it is evident that no 
obligation \vhatever of believing \vas, either formally or 
ilnplicitly, inlposed on the Faithful \vith regard to the 
ne\v controversy: it remained in the vic\v of the Pope an 
open question, to be decided latcr by the Church. It 
cannot be said that the t\yO Letters imply a Papal 


()GO Libcr DiUYllllS RR. P P., cap. ii., tit. ix., professio ii. (In 
:i\Iigne, P P. LL., t. cv., pp. 53, 54). 
(j(jl \Ve have proved in Poþe HOJlorius (sec. ii., p. 36, seq.) that 
two en1bassics sent by Patriarch Sophronius to the Apostolic See 
should be distinguished. That of Stephen of Dora must have 
certainly reached ROl11e after the death of Pope Honorius. Dr. 
Döl1inger himself is of this opinion (See History of 'he Church, 
vol. ii., sec. vii., p. 197, seq. London, 1840). :1\lr. Renouf si1nply 
denied this assertion with his habitual contempt, and passed OVe,t', 
as usual, 1110st of the arguments alleged in our pan1phlet (The Case 
of Poþe HOllorilJs, p. 27, seq.). This n1anner of refutation will 
decei ve no one. 
(jG2 Eþist. ii. HOJlorii Paþæ ad SergÍ1l1lz. In Act. xiii., Cone. vi. 
(Labbe, 1. c., p. 1003). 
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dcfinition ex cathedrâ concerning thc T\Ionothelitc con- 
troversy.OO3 
N 0\\' as to thc doctrinc containcd in the t\\'0 Lctters, 
it seen1::; incredible that in our agc, after so n1an}" 
lcarncd dissertations ,vritten on the subject, and a 
carcful and critical analysis of thcir contents, the old 
vic\v of thc ultra-Gallicans should bc brought fOf\vard 
afresh just as if the rnattcr had not becn thoroughly 
discussed. l\Igr. 1\Iaret, 1\1r. l{enouf, Dr. Döllinger, 1\1. 
de Rozière, and F. Gratry, together ,vith the mob of 
I>rotcstant journalists, speak of the hcretical doctrine 
of Popc IIonorius as of a thing ,vhich no one could 
possibly doubt. But even anlong the old Gallicans, 
bcttcr critics than their n10dern follo,,'crs, some ,vere 
found ,,,ho did not adopt this assertion; some proved its 
falsity, and somc treated the point as finally settled. 
De l\Iarca, a great authority in the Gallican School, says 
plainly: Ie Quod ad I-Ionorii doctrinam attinet jam alii 
probaverunt eum prorsus aversum fuisse ab errore 
)'Ionothclitarurn, ncque illis unquam consensissc; ut 
inutilis onlnino futura sit mea opera, si velim hanc 
parten1 suscipcre probandan1."ûG4 And Baluze, ,vho also 
enjoys high authority among Gallicans, fully concurs in 
the opinion of De l\larca. The task ,vhich De l\larca, a 
Gallican, and ,,-riting among Gallicans, believcd to be 
useless, turns out in our 0\\"11 day to be necessary on 
account of the course taken by recent opponents of 
Papal Infallibility. No,,, (I.) that Honorius did not 
teach in his Letters OIlC only opcration in Christ (\vhich 
is the fundanlental tenet of l\Ionothelites) is evident 
fron1 an inspection of his Letters. \ V e ,vill confine 
ourselves to quoting onc passagè fronl his second 
Lettcr: Ie Utraquc naturas," he says, Ie in uno Christo 
663 See on this subject p(Jþe HOllor/lIs, sec. ii., pp. I6---t-+ 
(ita In Vittl Pdri Dc iJfarca, a Baluzio scripta, præmissa cjus 
Opcribus, p. 30. Edit. Parisiis, 1663. 
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unitate naturali copulatas cum alterius communione 
operantes, atque operatrices confiteri debemus: et 
divinam quidenl quæ Dei sunt operantem, et huma- 
nanl quæ carnis sunt excquentem, non divise, neque 
confuse, aut convcrtibilitcr, Dei naturanl in hominum, 
et hUlnananl in Deum conversaln cdocentes," &c. üü5 
..A.nd he goes on to explain ,vhat he understands by the 
formulas oue and t'iUO operations, according to the 
Catholic doctrine: "Pro una quam quidanl dicunt, 
operatione, oportet nos unum operatorem Christum 
Dominunl in utrisque naturis veridice confiteri: et pro 
duabus operationibus, ablato gelninæ operationis voca- 
bulo, ipsas potius duas naturas, id est divinitatis et 
carnis assumptæ in una persona U nigeniti Dei Patris, 
inconfuse, indivise, atijue inconvertibiliter, nobiscum 
prædicare, propria operantes."üGü \Vhat is here taught 
is exactly the Catholic dogma, by ,vhich ,ve profess that 
if ,ve regard in Christ the Person, or as the Scholastics 
say, the prillcipÙtJlZ quod, His operation is one, because 
the Operator is one, and the Divine \V ord is the only 
leading prinlary principle ('TÒ 
/
/.L(j'/17..6y) of all actions 
divine and hUlnan, free or natural and necessary, in 
Christ. But if ,ve consider the t\vo Natures, or the 
þrillcipÙtJll quo, His operations are hvo, distinct, and 
\\Tithout confusion, the reason being that the t\vo Natures 
are propria operantes." This doctrine ,vas explained by 
St. Leo in his dognlatical Letter, and by Sophronius in 
his fanlOus synodical; and it is the very doctrine after- 
,vards defined by the Sixth Council. 
But as ,ve have else\vll(
rc renlarked,üG7 Honorius in 
his first Letter us.ed the ,vord "operation," or "energy," 


üü:; Eþíst. ii. HOllorii Paþæ ad SèJ..
Ùt1Il. Cone. vi., Act. xiii. 
(Labbe, 1. c., p. 1003). 
6üG L. c. 
6Gj Poþe HOJlorÙts bifore the Tribunal of Reasoll and History, 
sec. iii., p. 52, seq. 
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to n1ean \vhat the Greeks called È
sPYrj.'1.a or the effect 
and external action. ... \nd this is the n10rc nlanifest as 
Jfonorius quotes the \,'ords of St. Paul, in \vhich the 
... \postle speaks of external acts (
YEPY
,'.lJa7a) not of natural 
operation, or of the agency itsel(U5S l\Ir. Renouf, in his 
recent pan1phlet on the Case of HOllorius Recollsidered,GGfJ 
passes over in silence \,"hat \,'e said upon this point in the 
answer to his attacks on Pope 
Ionorius, and simply 
repeats \vhat he had said before, supporting it by the 
authority of the Protestant \vriter Dorner, \vho, ho\v- 
ever, as \,,"e shall soon see, is far from going the \\'hole 
length \vith 
rr. !{enou((j70 But 
Ir. H.enouf thinks it 
.. undeniable that Pope Honorius ackno\vledged but one 
\vill in Christ."Gï1 Dr. Döllinger had already said the 
san1e before him ;Gï2 and no\v )'Igr. l\Iaret 673 insists on 
the san1e ground. \Ve venture to differ fron1 these 
t\\"o authorities. The ,,'ords of Honorius are the 
follo\ving: II U nde et unan1 voluntatem fateID.Ur D. N. 
J. C. quia profecto a Divinitate assulnpta est nostra 
natura, non culpa; illa profecto quæ ante peccatum 
crcata est, 110n quæ post prævaricationen1 vitiata."G74 
Xo,,', in these \vords we ha\"e the assertion of Pope 
Honorius and its proof: and the purport of the proof 
reveals in the clearest manner the nature of the asser- 
tion. The Pope docs not lay do\n1 that in Christ there 
is one \vill, \\'hich is divine, but that in His H unlanity 
there is only one "'ill, and that the spiritual \"ill. In 


(jGS 1 Cor. xii. 6; Eþist. i. HOllO) ii. I n Act. xii.. Cone. n. 
(Labbe, p. 966). 
009 The Case: of Poþe HOllOrilts RL'COllS'ide:n.:d, p. 23, seq. 
(j.\) See on this subject Poþe HOllorÙ/s bifore the Tribl1llal of 
Reasoll tl1ld History, sec. iii., p. 5 (, seq. 
(j.l The COIlt!t.'lllJZatioll of Poþe HOllorius, p. I..... 
(j.:! Die Paþst Fabcbt, pp. I3
, 133. 
f,j3 Du C01lcil' GÙz/ral, 1. ii" ch. "iii., n. "iii" p. 288. 
6.4 Eþist. i. H01lorii. In Act. xii., tone. vi. (Labb2', 1. c., 
p. 9 6 3). 
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fact, his argun1cnt is as follo\vs: The VV ord of God took 
to Hin1self our nature as it \\'as created before sin, not 
as it ,vas corrupted by transgression. No,v our natural 
,vill, the \vill as a po\ver of our soul, is not a fruit of sin; 
it ,vas an essential part of our human nature, even 
before this nature ,vas defiled \vith sin. Hence the 
'VV ord of God, by assuming our nature, must have 
assumed its natural "rill. Again, the \vill \vhich is a 
fruit of sin, and ,vhich is called sin in the Scripture, the 
,vill \\'hich did not exist in human nature in its state of 
innocence, is our concupiscence. The \V ord of God, 
therefore, by assuming our nature, could not assun1e 
that \"ill; that is to say, our concupiscence."ûï5 Sup- 
posing IIonorius to have asserted that in Christ there is 
only one \vill and that divine, ,\'hat purport and Ineaning 
\vould his argulnent have had? In that supposition our 
spiritual \\'ill \vould not have existed in our nature ,vhen 
still innocent and in its integrity; it ,,'ould have been 
the fruit of sin. No one ,vould maintain such a vie\\. 
On the contrary, the purport of the argument of Pope 
Honorius is such as to convey the idea that in the 
HUlnanity of Christ there is only the spiritual \vill, 
\\'ithout any rebellious concupiscence ,\'hich \vars against 
the superior part of our soul-" Quæ repugnaret," he 
says, "legi n1entis ejus." But l\'1r. Renouf, in his ne,\' 
panlphlet, rests his argun1ent on the particle 1tJldc 
(Õ
=Ii), as itnplying that the confession of one "'ill in 
Honorius' Letter is a corollary entirely dependent 
upon \"hat precedes it. "In other ,vords," says he, 
summing up the arguments of the Pope, there is but one 
Person in Christ, therefore there is but one ,yiIl."û7û We 
grant indeed that the earlier sentence quoted by our 
adversary as a proof of Honorius' IVlonothelism is truly 
675 Poþe HOJlorius before the Tribuual of Reason a1ld History, 
sec. iii., p. 54, seq. 
6iG The Case of Poþe HOl/OrÙlS Rec01lsidered, p. 19, seq. 
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connected ,,"ith the preceding \vords by the link of the 
particle lllldc. But \ve deny that the Pope reasoned as 
l\lr. Renouf thinks him to have done. Certainly Sergi us, 
like all l\Ionothelites, in order to justify his doctrine of 
one ,,"ill in Christ, argued that an antagonism of \vills 
attributed to the same Person, \vould produce the 
necessary result of the doctrine of hvo \vills in Christ. 
F rom this, in opposition to every rule of logic, in their 
conclusion they denied the spiritual \vill of Christ, \vhile 
in the premisses they had made mention only of His 
inferior \vill, or the concupiscence; because it is properly 
this that contradicts the la\v of reason and rebels against 
the divine la\v. Gï7 No\v Pope Honorius, meeting this 
argUl11ent, really understood by Christ's second \vill 
opposite to God's \vill, the \vill of the corrupted flesh, 
" quæ repugnat legis mentis ejus," as he himself 
speaks; 6iS but he did not change the meaning in the 
conclusion, as \vas done by the l\1:onothelites. Pope 
IIonorius accordingly reasoned as folIo\vs. In Christ 
the hvo Natures are substantially connected in the unity 
of the Divine Person. So that, \vhatever belongs to His 
lIumanity is rightly ascribed to His Divinity, and \ve 
say that God suffers, He is crucified, &c. If then, hvo 
,vills existed in His I-I umanity in a state of struggle one 
against the other, they \"ith their acts must be attributed 
to the san1e One Divine Person. This is absurd. 
Consequently (!tilde) \ve do not admit in His H un1anity 
any, but one spiritual, \vill, and \ve deny the existence of 
the rebel concupiscence, because the \V ord of God took 
to IIimself our nature, not its sin nor the fruit of sin. 
Nevertheless, the Pope foresa\v that a difficulty \vould 
arise against his doctrine from the ,vords of Christ in the 


6n See Serg-ius' letter. In Act. xii., Cone. vi. (Labbe, I. c., 
p. 95 8 ); and Paul's letter. I n Secret. iv., Cone. Lat. i. (Labbe, 
1. c., p. 234). 
(ji8 Eþis!. i. Holtorfi, 1. c. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 959). 
s 
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Garden, \vhich seen1 to countenance the existence in 
Him of thc rebel concupiscence; and considering these 
,vords under that aspect, he replied, that the passages 
quoted and other similar texts do not in1ply any contra- 
riety of \vills in Christ, but reveal a peculiar economical 
design of I lis assun1ed H lunanity. He says: "Ista 
propter nos scripta sunt, qui bus dedit exemplum ut 
sequanlur vestigia ejus; pius magister discipulos im- 
buens, ut non suan1 unusquisquc nostrûnl, sed potius 
Don1ini in omnibus præfcrat voluntatem."û7t) The Pope 
does not mean to assert that there \vas no hUlnan \vill in 
Christ; for if Christ had no human \vill, ho\v could he 
afford us example of submission to God? He gave us 
the example of a perfect resignation, and moreover by 
His ".ords He explained to us the real Ineaning of 
this virtue \vhen transferred to our corrupt naturc; 
that is to say, denial of our fleshly \vill \vith all its 
disorderly affections. G80 It is idle then in Mr. Renouf to 
COlnparc the letter of the Patriarch Paul \vith that of 
Honorius. Although the \\lording of some particular 
passages of the hvo may be the same, still the purports 
of the \vhole arc quite different. Paul truly reasons: 
"There is one Person in Christ, therefore there is but 
one \vill." But Honorius reasons, as \ve sa\v, in a 
perfectly different \vay: and his doctrine is orthodox, 
\vhile that of his opponent is heretical. 
\Vhat \ve have said could be confirn1cd by the clear 
testimony of contemporaries; as of Pope John IV., 
the successor of Honorips, of the Abbot John, his 
secretary, and of St. l\1a-xin1us, the greatest Doctor of 
the age after the death of the Patriarch Sophronius. But 
for this argun1ent \\.e refer our readers to our pamphlet 


(n) E '-/-,. . LT .. (1 ) 
j :pIst. 1. I.L 01l0ru. . c. . 
eso See fbis doctrine more fully developed in our pamphlet on 
Pope Honorius, sec. iii., p. 55, seq. 
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on I-Ionorius. 681 In the same place \vill be found many 
other proofs of the orthodoxy of this Pope, and the 
refutation of the calun1l1Y that his Letters are identical 
in idea \\'ith the Ectlu:sis and the T;'jJlts. Gs '!. This \\'eight 
of conten1porary testimony determines us to adopt the 
vic\v of I Ionorius' meaning \vhich \ve have been ex- 
plaining, in preference to another \vhich might be 
upheld, and \vhich \vould agree \vith the context, and' 
\vith the orthodoxy of IIonorius. I t is plain that 
Honorius rejected the l\Ionothelite tenet of "one opera- 
tion in Christ;" even Dorner confesses this. G83 He 
taught the doctrine of t\vo Natures operating of their 
o\vn virtue \"hat is proper to each. On the other side, 
he denied that in Christ there are t\VO \vills in habitual 
conflict: therefore he maintained that the Divine \Vord 
did not assun1e the rebel concupiscence \vhich is the 
fruit of sin. Consequently the t\vo \vills, divine and 
human, free from \vhatever may cause conflict, must 
converge, at least in the effect of their action, into one 
\viII, \vhich \vollld be attributed to the one acting Person. 
Though Honorius ackno\vledged in Christ's Humanity 
human agency for the act of hun1an volition, yet he 
considered this act practically; not as absorbed by the 
divine, but blended \vith and conveying a morally and 
effectually onc act of volition \vith the divine: this 
convergence being due to their perfect harn10ny and 
concord, caused by the perfection of the assumed nature 
and by the hegemonic po\ver of the Divine Person. 
Thus the doctrine of Honorius is very far from being 
lVlonothelitic; being grounded on the principle of the 
t\vo operations of the t\vo distinct Natures in Christ; and 


(;:)1 P ,-/, z.r' .., 8 
ope .nollOrlltS, see, 111., p. 5 , seq. 
(j\;2 Ibid., p. 66, seq. 
(jò3 History of the Develoþ1Jlcllt of the Doc/rÙle (>f the Persoll of 
Christ, yo1. i., dh'. ii" period ii., cpo i., p. 176, and note 38, p. 4 2 4- 
Edinburgh, 1861. 
S 2 
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it is equally far from being N estorian, on account of its 
resting on the dognla of the unity of His Divine Person. 
This second vie\v of Honorius' doctrine is another con- 
firn1ation that his Lettcrs are easily susceptible of an 
orthodox meaning. 
But the Sixth Council condemned him. This is 
the great argument in the hands of our adversaries. 
No\v even if \ve should grant that the Sixth Council 
conden1ned Honorius as a heretic, nothing \vould 
folIo,v fronl the admission against Papal Infallibility. 
In order to prove anything against this dogma, t\VO 
points must be dcn10nstrated: (1.) that the Sixth 
Council condemned Honorius for having taught heresy 
ex cathedrâ J. (2,) that his conden1nation ,vas sanctioned 
by Leo II. in those very ternlS. But it is impossible to 
prove either of these t\VO heads, The Sixth Council, as 
,vc have seen above, accepted as a dogmatic definition 
the Letter of Pope Agatho, and \vith it the doctrine of 
Papal Infallibility; it cannot then have condemned 
Honorius for having taught heresy ex catllcdrâ. A self- 
contradiction such as this \volIld be quite impossible; 
especially \vhen \ve consider that the Fathers adhered to 
Agatho's Lettcr by solemn acts, not only before, but 
also after their resolution in the case of Honorius. 
For example, by their synodical letter to the Pope,684 
and by their Prosphonetic address to the Emperor. 6Sj 
Besides, the contrary vic\v has no ground \vhatever, 
either in the Acts of the Council or any external 
testilnony. So that it way be safely asserted that the 
Sixth Council did not condemn Honorius for having 
taught heresy in the Church. GSG As to Leo 11., who 


fJ84 Liiteræ Sex/a> Synodi ad ,AgathollC1Jl Paþal/z. In Act. xviii., 
Cone. vi. (Labbe, t. vii., p. 110 9). 
68':> Serino Prosþhollcticlls ad IJJlþeratoreJJl. In Act. xviii. 
(Labbe, 1. c., p. 108 9). 
68
 See Poþe HOllorizts, sec. iv., p. 92, seq. 
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sanctioned the Sixth Synod, and gave it its rank among 
the l
:cumenical Councils, \ve have proved else\vhere that 
he confirn1ed nothing but its definition of faith.(;
7 It is 
true that in this definition the name of Honorius is 
111cntioned an10ng those \vho ,,-ere conden1ned by the 
Synod. But in \vhat sense did the Pope confirm the 
condemnation? His three Letters addressed to the 
Emperor Constantine, to the Bishops of Spain, and 
to the King Ervigius, \vill tell us most unmistakably. 
I Ie \vrote to Constantine as follo\vs: U Like\vise ,ve 
anathen1atise the inventors of the ne\v error: Theodore, 
Bishop of Pharan, Cyrus of Alexandria, Sergius, Pyrrhus, 
Paul and Peter, traitors, rather than rulers of the Church 
of Constantinople. l\Iorcover Honorius also, \vho did 
not endeavour to preserve pure the Apostolic Church by 
the doctrine of the Apostolic tradition, but permitted 
(r;"apex,wp1]as) the in1n1aculate to be defiled by profane 
betrayal."GS8 It is evident that Pope Leo dra,,'s a broad 
line of del11arcation bchveen the inventors of the error, 
the betrayers of their Episcopal and Patriarchal 
Churches, and Pope I-lonorius. Of the last Leo asserts, 
(I.) that he did not do \vhat he should have done to 
preserve pure the Apostolic Church by the doctrine of 
the Apostolic tradition; and (2.) that he permitted the 
in1maculate to be defiled by profane betrayal. No\v it 
is true that ,vhen criticism on the case of Honorius \vas 
little advanced, some of the chan1pions of the Pope 
referred to him the \vords H profane betrayal" (,,
 ßf/3
ÀCf 

pOðMíCf). l\-1gr. l\iaret, \vithout any further inquiry, 
understands them in the same \vay.GSD ::\1r. Renouf,G90 


68; Poþe HOllorius, p. 10 9, seq. 
&S ReltZtio LeoJlis Paþæ II. ad Constalltin. I1l1þer. (Labbe, 
t. vii., p. I 156). 
.. 61:9 DIl Coudle GÙz{ral, 1. ii., ch, viii., n. viii., p. :29 1 . 
ego The COlldt.:JJlllatioll of Poþe HOllorills, p. 13, in note; The 
Case of Poþe }{(J1l0rillS RecollSÙlerí.lf, p. 60, scq. 
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and before hin1 Dr. Döllinger,GOl ha\'e done the san1e. 
But Dr. Döl1inger tortured the yerb t;:apu%fJJpÉw so as to 
make it give the n1eaning of positively adhering; and 
he founded on this ,,'ord his assertion that Honorius 
really adhered to the error of the l\Ionothelites. 
1r. 
Renouf, follo\ving in the steps of the 1\1 unich historian. 
remarks that " the \\'ords t;:poòoaíq- p=,3i;ì...Cf l.uwJ:t
'Ia/ 
<;,;,aps%wp
(fS imply a surrender of the faith as complete as 
if Leo had directly said that Honorius poIluted the 
Church by his heresy."G02 But even granting that the 
'\vords "by profane betrayal" refer to Honorius. the 
sentence \vould by no Ineans countenance anything like 
that \vhich 1\lr. Renouf infers from it. A Pope \vhù 
permits the Church to be polluted, is most grievously 
guilty in the discharge of his Pastoral n1inistry: the 
fold of Christ is con1n1itted to his guardianship; if 
therefore by his positive negligence, he permits the \volves 
to rush into the fold and slaughter the sheep, his fault is 
like to a treason, and to a profane treason, because the 
office of SuprenIe Pastor in the Church had been 
divinely intrusted to hinI. This "'as, apparcntly, the 
fault of Pope I--Ionorius; for this he \vas really con- 
demned by the Sixth Council. In this sense. and in 
this alone, some of his apologists have referred to hinl 
the \vords (( by profane betraya1." Any other meaning 
\vhich 1\lr. Renouf or othcrs \vould attribute to these 
\vriters is disclain1ed by then1, and has no solid ground 
to rest upon. 
N e\'crtheless, the fact is that the \vords in question 
ought not to be referred to Pope Honorius, but to 
Sergius and the rest of the 1\'lonothelite faction. Mr. 
Renouf, \vith his usual boldness, ascribes \vant of 
scholarship to thosc \\'ho refer these ,,'ords to the 
authors of the 1\lonothelite error; but \ye believe that 
6!n Paþst Fabelll, p. 13 8 . 
(iU
 The Case of Poþe H01l0rÙlS Reconsidered, p. 61. 
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this tinle the gran1nlarian has forgotten his gran1nlar. 
\v hat argulTIent can he allege for his assertion? He does 
not nlention any reason at all, nor could he do so. Not 
only does the Greek text perfectly bear that nlcaning, 
but it even requires it, on account of the manifest 
antithesis behveen the \,pords àt;';"ocr':"oÎ.r_
; ':':apaa6tje
; á'l'Jícra,. 
and ße,3
A
 '7poòocríq- .'.uav
)
vcu.G
3 Pope I lonorills neglected 
to illustrate the Apostolic Church "with the doctrine of 
the Apostolic tradition, and he pernlitted it to be 
polluted by the profane heresy of the l'íonothelites. 
I n this explanation nothing is forced or strained; all is 
easy and natural. The "word þä'l)titted (;:apS%wf
crS), 
\yhich of itself yields a negative notion, is in perfect 
harmony \vith the rest of the sentence. i\gain this 
\vord iInplies absence or \vant of action: and therefore 
evidently sho\,"s that the expression ':'p ßSj3
J,'fJ r,;-pOÓMíf.f. 
\yhich does express action, is to be applied to a 
different subject. On this account, if Honorius, in the 
opinion of Leo 11., had so acted as directly to 
pollute the Church by his heresy, then the \vord þcr- 
1Jlillcd should be entirely expunged fron1 the passage. 
l\Ioreover, Pope Leo, sonle lines before the \vords 
in question, calls the l\Ionothelite Bishops 
';:oi!a
/(j,:"à; 
/.LCÛ,AOV ;;'7fp xa
1j'l1j,:"á;: C!)4 that is to sa y, he tern1S 
them traitors, lying in anlbush in order to corrupt 


(j!)3 Fathcr Franzclin in his treatise, De Verbo Illcarllato (thcs. xi., 
p. 5 1 9\ remarks to the purpose, that ,. Profana proditio est hæresis 
Sergii et Cyri opposita Apostolica
 traditioni, ut ex antithesi in 
verbis Græcis est n1anifestissin1un1." 
(j!)-I The word ú':':oi!a
/(j,:"á; might be derived frOln ú';:oi!aSÉ
s(j
a/ 
-sltbsiderc þer illSidillS (Suidas ad v., III Lexico, t. ii" p. 13 6 3. 
Edit. Halis, 1853'- It SeelTIS that St. Leo could have called these 
Prelates" traitors and plotters rather than Pastors," more properly 
than" successors rather than Pastors," as the Latin interpreter has 
rendered the passage. The glossa followed the first meaning, and 
the editors of the Councils ha\'c preseryed it in the 111argin of their 
editions. 
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the purity of the faith. The \vords cc profane betrayal," 
\vhich follo\v closely, must have reference only to 
those of \vhom he had spoken before in sinlilar terms. 
Finally, if Pope Leo had referred those \vords to Hono- 
rius, in the sense of 1\lr. Renouf and Dr. Döllinger, he 
\vould have contradicted hinlself, for in the other two 
Letters he nlakes the cause oÍ the condemnation of 
Honorius quite distinct frolu that of the heretics, and 
clearly rests it on that Pontiff's omission to extinguish 
at its outset the flame of the heretical error, as required 
by the dignity of the Apostolic authority, and on the 
negligence \vhich fostered that heresy.GD5 Leo spoke 
thus in his Letter to the Bishops of Spain, \vhere he 
evidently distinguished the cause of Ho.norius from that 
of the l\lonothelite Bishops of the East, \vhom he called 
cc perduelliones adversum Apostolicæ traditionis purita- 
tern." In the other Letter to King Ervigius, after 
having n1entioned the condemnation of all the authors 
of heretical assertion, as Sergius, Theodore, &c., he 
continues- H Et unâ cun1 eis Honorius Romanus, qui 
imluaculatan1 Apostolicæ traditionis regulam quam a 
prædecessoribus suis accepit, maculari consensit." 600 
Evidently Leo 11., in this as \vell as in the preceding 


095 The whole passage is as follows :-,'; Qui flaInman hæretici 
dogmatis, non ut dccuit ApostolicaUl auctoritatenl, incipienteln 
cxtinxit, sed negligendo confo\-it" (Eþist. ii. LeO/lls II. ad EþÙcoþos 
HÙþalliæ. Labbe, t. vii., p. 1456). 
æ6 "Omnes hærcticæ assertionis auctores, venerando censente 
concilio condelnnati de Catholiræ Ecclesiæ adunatione projecti 
sunt, id est, Theodorus' Pharanitanus Episcopus, Cyrus Alexan- 
drinus, etc., et cum cis I-Ionorius ROlnanus, qui imnlâculataln 
Apostolicæ traditionis regulam, quam a prædecessoribus suis 
accepit, nlaculari conscnsit, sed et l\lacariunl, etc. . . . et Olnnes 
hi cum Ario, Apollinario, etc. . . . unaIll yoluntaten1 un
unque 
operationen1. prædicantes, doctrinaln hæreticain impudenter de- 
fendere conabantur" (l!.pist. v. Lcollis II. ad Ervigiu7Jl. Labbe, 
1. c., p. 1462). 
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Letter, characterised the fault of IIonorius in such a 
,vay as to exclude even the slightest adhesion to any 
error ,vhatevcr. In the Lettcr to the Bishops of Spain, 
he charges his predecessor \vith negligencc in thc 
fulfilment of his duties, and attributes to this negligence 
thc increase and spread of the flame of the heretical 
error. In Lco's Letter to Ervigius, Honorius is charged 
,vith like negligence, by \vhich he allo\ved the imn1acu- 
late rule of Apostolical tradition to bc polluted by the 
ne,v hercsy of the 
Ionothelites. Nor can any argument 
bc dra".n against the orthodoxy of Honorius from ,vhat 
Pope Leo says in the follo,ving \vords-" Omnes hi qui 
unam voluntatenl unamque operationeln prædicantes," 
&c.: for, as \ve said else\vhere,ü!.ì7 Pope Leo included 
alTIOng the "omnes hi," &c., all those ,vho had been 
"hæreticæ assertionis auctores." But he evidently 
excluded from this class Pope Honorius, and therefore 
did not include him among the (( omnes hi." Had he 
intended to do so he ,,'ould have contradicted his o,vn 
assertion, because he could not say that Honorius 
had consented to the defilement of the Apostolical 
tradition if that Pope had been one of those ,,"ho had 
endeavoured ilnpudently to advocate and propagate an 
heretical doctrine. 698 


C!}1 Poþe HOllorÙts before tlte Tribullal of Rl'aSOll and History, 
sec. iv" p. 116, seq. 
(j!i8 :\lr. Renouf in his second palnphlet on the case of Honorius 
(p. 61) repeats on this subject what he had said in the first (p. 5), 
passing over what had been said in answer to his objection in the 
book on Honorius by the present author (sec. iv., pp. 113-117). 
And still 
lr. Renouf evidently intends to convey to the lnind of 
his readers the persuasion that he destroyed every argument which 
had been produced by us in the fourth section of our book in 
favour of Honorius. In fact, further on he says-to Fr. Bottalla's 
concluding argument in favour of Pope Honorius remains to be 
exploded," 1\lr. Renouf should write another pamphlet in order 
to refute what we have said in that section in defence of Pope 
Honorius, before exploding its concluding argmnent. 
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Froln \vhat \ye have said \ve must conclude that 
Pope Leo II" far from sanctioning any condenulation 
of Pope Honorius for the crinle of heresy taught by him 
in the Church, pointedly excluded even the slightest 
adhesion on his part to any heresy \vhatever, and rested 
his conden1nation on the ground of his grievous negli- 
gence in the discharge of his Pontifical duties. Even 
if the Sixth Council had declared Honorius guilty of 
heresy, its sentence "Tould have been null and void if 
left \\Tithout the Papal sanction. l
ut \\"e have proved 
else\vhere that no argument can be dra""n fronl the Acts 
of the Sixth Synod in proof of any condemnation having 
been passed. GO !} And the Libcr Diurlllls published by 
Garnier countenances our assertion.7 oo The condem- 
nation of Pope Honorius by the Sixth Council is, then, 
very far from being" utterly subversive of the theory of 
Papal Infallibility,"iOl because his Letters contain no 
heretical tenet, and the Council did not. conden1n him 
either for heretical teaching ex cat/lcdI'd, or for any 
heresy \vhatever. 1\.iuch less can the condemnation of 
Honorius, as rene\ved by the t,,"O Ecun1enical Councils, 
the Se\'enth and the Eighth, create any difficulty. We 
have already fully explained this subject in our palnphlet 
on Honorius, to \vhich ,,'e refer our readers. 702 \Ve \\Till 
only remark here (I.) that both these Synods, as \ve 
shall see in the next section, solemnly ackno\vledged the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility; it is; then, impossible 
that they could condemn Honorius for having taught 


699 See Poþe HOJiorius befcre the Tribu1/al of Reason, and 
History, sec. iv., pp. 95-108. 
700 Ibid., p. 117, seq. 
701 \Vords of 1fr. Renouf, The COllde1111latiOJl of Poþe H071orius, 
p. 7. 
702 Poþe H01lorius before the Tribu1lal of Reason, and Histor)', 
sec. iv., pp. 129-136. Mr. Renouf, as usual, passes over ,,'hat 
we have written on this subject in our pamphlet. This style of 
refutation is easy. 
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heresy in the Church. (2.) The Seventh Synod says 
nothing ,vhich can be construed into a condelnnation 
for heresy; the Eighth did not intend to pronounce 
any ne". condenlnation against I Ionorius, but to repeat 
,,"hat had been decreed in the Sixth Council; its \vords, 
therefore, cannot ha ve any other nleaning than that 
\rhich is conveyed in the decision of the Sixth Synod. 
It no,v only remains for us to say a \vord on the 
passage concerning Honorius' condernnation \vhich \VC 
find in the old Rornan Breviary. This trifling difficulty 
".as very strongly urged by 1\lr. Renouf in his first 
pamphlet, and no\v by F. Gratry. \Ve exan1Ïned it at 
length in our pamphlet on l)opc Honorius, and our 
readers may look there for a full explanation on the 
matter. 703 \Ve ,,"ill subjoin here only a fe\v remarks. 
(r.) No ,vonder can be felt if an historical mistake 
occurs in a lesson of the old Breviary. No one has 
ever maintained that the lessons of the Roman Breviary 
are the fruit of the best criticism. In the ".ork just 
referred to, \ve have inquired into the source from \vhich 
the lesson \vas taken, and have sho\vn the cause of the 
nlistake; \,.c found it in a conjunctive particle shifted 
from its proper place. In it \ve 1]ad-" In quâ (Synodo) 
condenlnati sunt Cyrus, Sergitfs, Honorius, etc., sed et 
Polychronius, novus et SinIon, qui unam voluntatem et 
operationem in D. N. J. C. dixerunt, etc." No\v the 
correct reading \vould be as fo11o\\"s-" Sed et Polychro- 
nius, 110VlIS SÙnoll, et qui unam voluntatem, etc.," exactly 
as in the second Letter of Leo II. to the Emperor Con- 
stantine,,04 and in the second profession of faith in the 
Lt..bey DiuYllllS. 705 That particle being placed as in those 
t\vo docunlents, the \vords (( qui un'lm, etc.," \vould no 


103 Sec. iv., pp. 122- 12 9. 
.().I In Labbe, t. vii., p. 115 6 . 
.0:; Libcr Diu rn liS, cap. ii" secunda professio fidei (
Iignc, 
t. cv., P P. LL., pp. 52, 53). 
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longer affect the names of the persons condemned, and 
consequently no difficulty ,vould arise from finding in 
that category the name of Honorius. (2.) \Vhen the 
Breviary ,vas corrected by the order of the Council of 
Trent, it ,vas necessary to expunge from that lesson the 
name of Honorius, \vhom ignorant readers might have 
believed to have been condemned for heresy, on account 
of being found in the same list ,vith Sergi us, Cyrus, etc. 
Those \vho make much of this difficulty against the 
orthodoxy of the accused Pope, exaggerate, on the one 
hand, the authority of the Breviary ,vith regard to 
historical correctness, and, on the other hand, they 
disregard the economical governing po\ver of the 
Church. 
And no\v to end. The condenlnation of Pope 
Honorius is no difficulty in the \vay of Papal Infalli- 
bility, and the Sixth Council affords some of the 
clearest testimonies in its support. The Fathers of 
the Sixth Synod fully adhered to the dogmatic defini- 
tions ,vhich had already been pronounced by five Popes; 
they accepted as a definition of faith, and as the \V ord 
of God, the Letters of Pope Agatho, and \vith them 
the dogma of Papal Infallibility. 
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PAPAL IKFALLIBILITY AND THE SEYENTH AND 
EIGHTH GENERAL COUXCILS. 
TIlE Seventh and the Eighth Ecumenical Councils, no 
less than the preceding, stand forth as plainly favourable 
to Papal Infallibility. The Seventh Synod ,vas called 
by I-Iadrian I. against the sect of the Iconoclasts, ,vho, 
in the course of one hundred and t,venty years of the 
most cruel persecution against the ,vorshippers of sacred 
images, shed more blood, and caused lnore evils and 
scandals in the Church than any of the preceding 
factions. Leo the Isaurian and Constantine Copronymus 
luade up their minds that no Dleans ,vere to be left 
untried for extirpating the veneration of images, and 
for freeing the Church from ,vhat they termed 
idolatry. They spared no kind of cruelty in order 
to succeed in their impious purpose. Exile and 
confiscation \vere the mildest punishments \vhich the 
heroes of faith could expect at the hands of those 
cruel tyrants. 13y hundreds they ,vere cut to pieces, 
or cast in bags into the sea, or horribly muti- 
lated, or condemned to die of nlisery and starvation. 
Constantine Copronymus, availing himself of the utter 
degradation of a great part of the Clergy in the East, 
convened a Synod of 338 Bishops at Constantinople, 
and forced them to bo,v, against their conscience, in 
servile conlpliance to his ,viII. In such a state of things 
the Catholic portion of the Eastern Church did not see 
any gleam of hope except from Rome, troin the Apos- 
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tolic See. Germanus, Patriarch of Constantinople, having 
steadily resisted the attempts of the Emperor, addressed 
himself to Pope Gregory II. for help and support. The 
great Pontiff: in a Letter to the Patriarch, gave a 
clear exposition of the Catholic dogma concerning the 
veneration of the sacred images, and defined \yhat every 
Catholic ,vas to believe on the subject. 7Oû The same 
Pope, in hvo other Letters to the Emperor Leo, strongly 
reproached hin1 for his cruelty and iniquity;707 stigma- 
tised hin1 as a heretic for having destroyed the in1ages of 
Christ and of the Saints ;;08 and rejected the proposal of 
a General Council on a subject \\9hich \vas already more 
clear than light itsel(,09 He strongly inculcated on him 
that it is a duty of the Emperors to obey the definitions 
of the Pontiff-not to command in matters of faith. no 
He threatened him ,vith the judglnents of God, no less 
than ,yith the indignation of his o,,-n subjects in the 
\Vest. 711 Gregory II. not only set forth the Catholic 
dogma for the instruction of the Eastern Church, but 
also, in a Synod held at I{ome, solclnnly condemned 
and anathematised the error of the Iconoclasts.'i12 His 
successors follo,ved in his steps. Gregory III., Zachary, 
700 Eþis!. Gregorii II. Pflþæ ad GerllZaJllllJZ Patr. Cons!. In 
,Act. iv., Conc. Niccni ii. (Labbe, t. viii., p. 931, seq.). 
707 Eþist. i. Gregorii II. ad LeOJzt'IJZ ISflllr. In Actis Conc. 

ic. ii., cap. i. (Labbe, t. viii" p. 65 I, seq.); Eþist. ii. ejusdC1JZ ad 
t'lt1zdeJIl (1. c., p. 667, seq.). l\lgr. Maret, by mistake, ascribes these 
Letters to Gregory I I 1., his successor. 
708 "Expediret tibi, Ï1nperator, ut hæreticus potius quam 
persecutor et eversor historiaruln et picturarunl et Ï1naginU111 et 
passionum Domini appellareris?" (Eþist. i. Ibid., p. 959). 
.00 "Tu ea quæ cognita sunt et spectata ut lmnen, apel te 
insectatus es" (Ibid.). "Scripsisti ut concilium universale cogeretur, 
ct nobis inutilis ea res visa est" (Ibid., p. 662). 
710 Eþis!. i. (1. c., p. 662) ; Eþist. ii. (1. c., p. 670, seq.). 
711 Eþist. i. (1. c., p. 663, seq.). 
712 Conc. iii. Rom. sub Greg. I I. (Labbe, t. xlii., p. 191). The 
Greek writers, as Cedrcllus, Zonaras, etc., all confirm this fact. 
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Paul I., Stephen 11., and Stephen 111., all definitively 
conòcnllled the ne\v heresy, and pronounced an 
anathelna against those ,vho ,\ ere defilcd by it. 713 
... \fter the Pontifical r\cts, the controversy concerning 
sacred ilnages nlust be considered as being definitively 
settled as a nlatter of doctrine. Nevertheless, after 
sixty years of cruel persecution, the Oriental Church 
"as so far thro\vn into confusion, and the scandals and 
evils had increased to so great an extent, as to require 
an Ecumenical Council. After the virtuous resignation 
of the Patriarch Paul, Tarasius courageously refused to 
accept the Patriarchal See of Constantinople except on 
the condition that the consent of the Pope "
ere obtained 
to the convocation of a General Synod, and that the 
Oriental Church should be freed froln the anathema 
under ,,,hich it ,vas lying, and restored to the unity of 
one faith and one bodyJ14 The Emperor Constantine 
and his nlother Irene \villingly consented to the request 
of the ne\\'ly-elected Patriarch,'i15 and, in pursuance of it, 
the Emperors joined \vith Tarasius in addressing their 
prayers to Pope Hadrian 1., begging him to assemble 
an Ecumenical Council for the purpose of bringing back 
the Eastern provinces to peace and concord. ï16 The 
Patriarch at the same tinle fon\"arded to the Roman 
Pontiff a Catholic profession of faith, and an apology 
for the veneration of the sacred images. 717 Hadrian J, 
recei\"ed these Letters ,vith heartfelt joy. He inlme- 
diately dispatched his Legates to Constantinople, in 
il3 HlldrÙl1zi Eþist. ad Carolu11t JI. In Synod. N ic. ii., cap. v. 
(Labbe, t. viii., p. 1381, ct etianl Labbe, t. viii" pp. 218, 483, etc.). 
,H Sacra COllstantillz" Lt Ire1lz's Imþ. In Conc. 
ic. ii., Act. i. 
(Labbe, t. "iii., p. 698). 
il:; Ibid. 
nil Sacra cit. (1. c" p. 699); His/oria .J[iscclla, I. xxiii. (l\ligne, 
pro LL., t. XC\".,. p. 1116). 
,1i Cedrenus, Historiaru11l Comþoldi/llll, t. ii., p. 22 (Edit. 
Bonn) ; Hi
.t. ..JIisc" 1. c., p. II 17. 
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order that they might settle, ,vith the Emperor and the 
Patriarch, the easiest ,yay of putting an end to the 
prevailing heresy.718 At the same time he ,vrote to the 
Emperor a very in1portant Letter, \"hich ,,,as read in the 
Second Session of the Seventh Synod. In it he accedes 
to the scheme of sumn10ning an Eculnenical Council, 
but he requires, as a preliminary step, that the pseudo- 
Synod \vhich had been held against the sacred images 
by Constantine Copronymus should be solemnly 
condemned and anathematised in the presence of his 
Legates. 719 He points out to the Emperors the sublime 
dignity and po\ver of the Roman See, in \vhich the 
supreme authority of the Prince of the Apostles still 
survived, and to \\"hich \vas intrusted the care of 
feeding the flock of Christ. He informs them that in 
the Ron1an See the Apostolical traditions had ahvays 
been preserved in their integrity and perfection, and 
that fro111 the same See the practical rule of faith had 
been spread abroad to the Faithful of every tongue 
and nation. 720 I--Ie reminds them of the devotion 
\vith \vhich their predecessors had ahvays venerated the 
Roman Church and sincerely sublnitted to its Decrees. 721 
Accordingly he exhorts them to ren1ain firm in their 
loyal obedience to the Roman .Church, and to restore 
to honour and veneration those sacred images, ,vhich 
the violence of impious and hereticallnen had cast a\vay 
through all the cities of the Empire.7

 At the same time 
the Pope addressed another Letter to Tarasius. In this 
he approves of the Patriarch's Catholic profession of 


ns Sacra COllsta1ttilli (1. c.); Eþist. Tarasii Pat. ad Hadri- 
allllUl Paþaul (Labbe, t. viii., p. 1275). 
'jl9 Eþist. Hadriaili Paþæ ad Illzþt:ratorcs (Labbe, t. viii., 
p. 7 6 3). 
720 Ibid. (1. c.; p. 747). 
721 Ibid. (1. c.). 
í2
 Ibid. (1. c., p. 761). 
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faith.i 23 lIe pointedly declares the doctrine of the 
Iconoclasts to be an error and heresy, and he gives 
the names of inlpious and heretics to its supporters; 
on the other side he solemnly defines the opposite 
doctrine to be the dogma and the tradition of all 
Christian antiquity.724 This being so, he authoritatively 
ilnposes on the Patriarch the duty of persuading the 
Enlperor to declare the pseudo-Synod ,vhich had been 
held against the sacred inlages to be void of effect. 
"I-i or ," he goes on, "it is \\-ritten-' The gates of hell 
shall not prevail against the Church;' and again-'Thou 
art IJeter, and upon this rock I shall build l\Iy 
Church.' "725 Finally, the Pope intimates to the Patri- 
arch that, unless the sacred images again received their 
traditional \vorship, and he himself faithfully adhered 
to the dognlatic truth, his consecration ,vould not be 
recognised at Rome.ï 2û 
N o\v IVlgr, l\Iaret and the Gallican School maintain 
that, though the character of the controversy \vas clear, 
the Letters of Hadrian 1. did not constitute an irreform- 
able and absolute rule of faith before they \vere accepted 
and signed by the Synod; so that the controversy could 
not have an end \vithout the aid of an Ecumenical 
Council.7
7 The question recurs in the same terms at 
each Council. The Letters of Pope Hadrian 1. \"ere, 
in truth, by themselves a rule of faith, and moreover 
evidently supposed that tì1e rule of faith had already 
been made kno\vn to the Catholic ,vorld by the dog- 
matical definitions of his predecessors. In fact, Hadrian 
expressly requires that Tarasius should" Nostræ Apos- 


í
3 Eþistola Hadrialli I.. ad Tarasilt11l Pair. In Act. ii., 
Cone. vii. (Labbe, t. viii" p. 767, seq,). 
í2t Ibid, (I. c., p. 771, scq.), ct etiaul Eþist. ad Illlþ. (1. c., p. 762). 
í:!:J Ibid. (1. c.). 
72" Ibid. (I. c., p. 774). 
72j Du Concilt: CCIl/rat, 1. ii., ch. ix., p. ,i., pp. 308, 3' I, seq. 
T 
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tolicæ sedis sacram et orthodoxanl fornlalll ex profundo 
cordis et sinceritate n1cntis custodire."728 That is to 
say, the Patriarch is required to submit implicitly to 
the definition of faith ,vhich had been pronounced by 
the Apostolical See in relation to the veneration of the 
sacred images. 'The ,vords cannot yield any other 
Ineaning; since the PatI
iarch is called upon to render 
a perfect sublnission of his reason and of his "'ill to the 
doctrine of the Ronlan See, and the Pontiff assigns as 
reason of his claim the orthodoxy of his doctrine. N O\V 
no such obedience could be required by a Pontiff from 
a Patriarch of the second see in the Church, on the eve 
of an Ecunlenical Council, unless the doctrine ,vere 
already a rult; of faith, nor unless thc See ".hich had 
defined it \vere infallible, In no other vie,v can ,ve 
understand ho,v the Pope could express his desire that 
no Council should asselnblc until after the solenln 
rejection of the pseudo-Synod \vhich had condemned 
the veneration of the sacred iInages. In no other vie\v 
could the Pope repeatedly give the names of heresy and 
heretic to the doctrine and its follo,vers, nor could he 
refuse to recognise the ne\v Patriarch until he had 
restored the vcneration of the sacred images in his 
Church, .All these clauses of the Lctter prove that in 
the persuasion of the Pope tht; rule of faith existed 
already independently of the Ecumenical Council, and 
that its existence ,vas o,ving to the decision already 
pronounced in the ma ticr by his o,vn predecessors. 
But ,vhy then, it \vill be asked, did he consent to the 
convocation of a General Council? The ans\ver to this 
question is found in the very Letter of Pope IIadrian 
to the Enlperor. H Si impossibile est," he says, 
.28 Eþist. Hadrialli ad TarflSÙtJJl (1. c., p. 774). <rbv au,:,r;; 
(the Apostolic See) í
pòv xaì òp3-6ðo;oll ';';X:OII à

áp':'CIJ; xaì å/J.oÀúY- 
. R'C\ Ò ' ". - 
 , - ,.... , 
 I 
';':,JG EX ,.::>a.JotJ; xap fa; 7..a/ S/I./7..P/YOiJ; mayo/a; cptJAa:;a/ E';;'/':'í1v
u(j?J : 
7...<r.À. 
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., hæreticorum vesania, pro incredulitate ipsorum ipsas 
sacras ac vencrandas in1agines sine Synodi actione in 
pristino cri
ere ac continnare statu, et nostros sac<..:rdotes 
pro hujusmodi pia operatione vestra cupit sercnissima 
ilnperialis potentia accersirc," etc, \ V e here see that the 
reason \,"hy the Pope consented to call a General Council 
\vas not the scttlcn1ent of the doctrinal controversy, but 
on account of the incredulous obstinacy of the heretics, 
\vhich \yould be proof against all other means, but \vhich 
would probably yield to the authority of a large and 
ilnposing assen1bly of Bishops. The Seventh Council is 
again another instance of the l11crciful econon1Y of the 
Church to\vards heretics, \\"hOnl, y
'hen otl
er means are 
exhausted, she endeavours either to convert by the 
authoritative and united testimony of the \vhole body 
of the Catholic Bishops, or at least to render inoffensive 
to the great nlass of Catholics. 
But \\'e Inust SCe ,yhat vie\v ,vas expressed by the 
Fathccs of the Seventh Synod. The very same as 
we have been Inaintaining. In the First Session of 
the Council, before any discussion had taken place on 
the subject of sacred inlages, son1e of the Bishops, \vho 
had signed the decree of Copronyn1us, repenting of their 
crinlc, presented to the Council the Libel!i of their faith, 
in order to secure their own union \\'ith the centre of 
Catholic unity. .J. \11 these, together ,vith the assembled 
Fathers, clearly declared thåt they ought to be received 
in the same manner as converts ,,'ho return fronl 
heresy; 72!> and the Canons of the Church and the 


;::9 Basil, Bishop of Ancyra, said in his Libel/us presented to 
the Council-" Lcgislatio cst ccclesiastica , . . ut ab hæresi qua- 
cun1quc ad orthodoxam confcssionem ct traditioncm Catholicæ 
Ecclesiæ conversi in scriptis suan1 obncgent hæresin1 ct fidem 
conf1teantur orthodoxall1. U nde et ego Basilius . . . in scriptis 
offcro," etc. (I n Act. i" Conc. vii. Labbe, t. \ iii., p. 699). This was 
the language used by the Bishops ,\ ho were looking for reconcili- 
T 2 
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testimonies of the Fathers ,vere produced and read in 
the Synod, sho,,'ing the n1anner in ,,'hich heretics should 
be reconciled ",hen returning to the Church. 730 We are 
forced, then, to conclude that, in the general persuasion 
of the Synod, to condenlll the veneration of the sacred 
in1ages ,vas regarded as a heresy, and that they,vho had 
professed it ,vere looked upon as heretics, and dealt ,vith 
accordingly,731 It follo,\'s that the rule of faith ,vas fixed 
and infallibly kno,vn long before the controversy had 
been exarnined, and before the Decree had been enacted 
against the error of Leo the Isaurian and his successors. 
This being so, it must be admitted that the Letters of 
Pope Iladrian "'ere received by the Council ,vithout any 
cxarl1ination to see ,vhether they ,,-ere in accoròance 
,\'ith the doctrine of the Fathers and of the Councils. 
The doctrine \\-hich Hadrian 1. advocated in his Letters 
as a doctrine of faith, ,,'as already regarded by the 
asselnbled Fathers as an irreformable dogma long 
before the Letters had been read in the Council; the 
cxalnination ,,'hich 'vas instituted is to be ascribed to 
the constant practice of Synods, as "'e have already 
often had occasion to remark, This practice' does not 
the least contradict the persuasion of the Fathers 
concerning the infallible authority of the document 
,vhich they examine. 


ation with thc Church; they regarded their error a heresy, and 
therefore they Blade their recantation in writing, according to the 
ancient rule of the Church. 110reoyer, when the Patriarch 
Tarasius asked the l\lonks wno were prescnt in the Synod, what 
was thcir opinion on the subject of recei,'ing the Bishops who 
had signed the decrees against the sacred inlages, they answered 
-" Queluadnlodum sanctæ et universales Synodi susccperunt eÀ 
hæresi conycrsos, et nos suscipÜnus" (Ibid., 1. c., p. 707). And 
"Sancta Synodus dixit: Placet 0111nibus nobis." Consequcntly, 
this was the vicw of the whole Council. 
7
O In Act. i., Cone. vii. (Labbe, t. viii., p. 71 I, seq" p. 731, seq.). 
131 Ibid.. (1. c., pp. 710, 714, 718, etc.). 
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Rut a further remark must be here nlade upon 
the subject. \Vhen the Papal Legates officiaIIy asked 
the J>atriarch of Constantinople ,vhether he accepted 
the Ì\\'O Letters of Pope Hadrian ,d1Ïch had then 
been just read, Tarasius ans,vered by quoting the 
,vords of St. Paul to the Ron1ans - "Fides vestra 
annuntiatur in universo 111undo." .:32 Upon ,vhich he 
continued-" It is necessary to foIlo,v this testimony, 
and he ,vho opposes it acts un\visely. Therefore 
I-Iadrian, Bishop of the older Ronle, being a partaker 
\vith those \d10nl that testÏ1nony concerns, \\rrote ,vith 
distinctness and truth to our pious Enlperors and to 
our H unlility, asserting that the ancient tradition of the 
Catholic Church \vas good and right."733 Afte1\\"ards he 
adds in confirnlatiol1- H And \ve also, having examined 
the Letters, by searching the Scriptures, and by 
reasoning, and rcn1aining faithful to the doctrines of 
the Fathers, according as ,ve have confessed, confess it 
no,v and ,vill ahvays confess," etc. í34 All the Synod 
concurred in \vhat ".as said by Tarasius; and the 
question being put by the Papal Legates ,,-hether the 
:Fathers ,,,ould accept the Letters of Pope Hadrian, 
the unanimous ans,ver ,,-as - " \Ve follo\\' thcnl, ,vc 
accept thcm, ".c adnlit them.".35 
XO\V the n1eaning of the ans\ver of Tarasius is 
clearly not that he adluitted the Papal Letters simply 
because he had found their doctrine to be in accord- 
ance ,,"ith the Scripture and Tradition: this reason ,,'as 
a fornl nlerely of confirn1Ïng his unreserved adhesion 
to them; but his adhesion rested entirely on the 
principle of the infallibility of the .\postolical Sec. lIe 
expressly declared that it ,vas necessary to folIo\y the 


;32 Rom. i. 8. 
;33 Act. ii.. Cone. vii. (Labbe, 1. viii.. p. 774, scq.). 
;

 Ibid. (1. e" p. 775). 
;35 Ibid. 
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testimony of the Apostle: that is to say, to agree ,vith 
the faith of the Apostolical See. But since Hadrian 
\vas one of those ,\'ho had a share in the testimony of 
the Apostle, as his teaching exhibited the character of 
clearness and truth, it ,vas fitting that all should agree 
\vith it. Tarasius expressed in other terms ,,-hat St. 
Irenæus had pointed out ,,-hen he said: "Ad hanc 
Ecclesiam (Romanaln) propter potiorenl principalitatenl 
necesse est omnenl convenire Ecclcsianl." 'uÛ \Vhen 
aftenvards the Patriarch added that as he had found' 
the Papal doctrine to be in harnlony '\vith that of the 
Scriptures and of the l
'athers, he acted in conformity 
\vith a duty ,vhich devolves on every Ecunlenical Synod. 
In fact, the dogmatical definition of faith concerning the 
\vorship of the sacred inlages ,,,as not pronounced before 
the Seventh Session of the Council; and for five 
Sessions the Synoù found full occupation in examining 
passages of Scripture and of the j:-.oathers, and in refuting 
the argulllents of the Iconoclasts; so that though they 
had declared the doctrine of Hadrian's Letters to be the 
Catholic doctrine, and that of the Iconoclasts to be a 
heresy, they undertook å thorough exan1ination of the 
\vhole controversy before pronouncing their final 
sentence. \\Te see fronl this that a doctrine nlay be 
held by a Synod as a dognla of faith, and nevertheless 
be carefully examined before it i5 defined; the object 
being both to confirnl the doctrine and to resist the 
,viles of the heretics ,'.,ho sought to prove its falsity. 
'VVe must again conclude that the Seventh Council, no 
less than the preceding ones, follo,ved the definition 
already pronounced by the Apostolical See, and 
adhered to its infallible lIzagistcrÙ/1!l. 
Before turning our attention to the Eighth Ecu- 
Inenical Council, ".C must say a \\'ord ,,-ith reference to 
the opposition ,vhich the Second Synod of Kicæa 
í:;ö See sec. iii" p. 62, seq. 
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encountered in France under Charlen1agne. It is certain 
that at the tinle \vhen the heresy of the Iconoclasts 
first arose, no less than t\velve French Bishops sub- 
scribcd thcir nalncs to the Synods called in l{ome by 
Stephcn I I 1. in favour of thc ,'cneration of the sacred 
images.,,)j Consequcntly it cannot be said that the 
French Clergy condclnned the Catholic doctrinc respect- 
ing the relativc ,vorship due to the ilnages of the Saints, 
N either did they sho\v any disrcgard of the authority 
of the Holy See, 'For they erroneously belicved that 
Popc I-Iadrian had not accepted and sanctioned the 
Synod. and it is true that thc H.onlan Pontiff, although 
he had received the Synod. had neverthelcss abstained 
fron1 sanctionin
 it in a soIcn1n Inanncr. iJð I Ie did not 
send round any circular Lettcrs on thc subject to all 
the Catholic provinces: so that until the age of the 
Second H3.drian and of the Eighth Gcneral Council, 
six EClllnenical Councils onh' ,,'cre nllll1bered in the 
.; 
Church,i;)V ]'hcre is then no ground for ".onder if 
the Dècrees of T\lc
a \\'ere subnlitted to exanlination 
and to censure by the French Bishops in the Synod 
of Frankfort. as \vell as in the six Libri Carolilli 
\\'hich SOIne French Bishops ,vrotc at that tinlC and 
sent to Pope Hadrian 1. The particular Inistake 
Inade by these Bishops i:; 1110re easily understood 
,vhen ,ve rcnlcmbcr that the Latin translation of the 
Acts of thc Council of :Kicæa ,vhich had been scnt to 
I-i"rancc \vas ,"cry Î1nperfect, and in somc passages ,vas 


ï3ì Synodus Rom. sub Stephano I I 1. (Labbe, t. \ iii., p. 4 8 3). ; 
Pap. Hadrianus, in E--pistol.r, ad CaroluJJl ..1[. þro ..YiÜi'Jlll ii. (Labbe, 
t. viii., p, 1581). 
i38 Apist. Hadrialli ad Carobl III JI. þro S)'llodo J.Vic. (Labbe, 
t. viii., p. 1598). 
;:;
 Vïde Eþist, XX\:.Í\.. Illldrialli Paþæ II. ad Cllrolz/lll Cl1hl/l1il 
(Labbe, t. x.. p. 4-t-3). Pope Hadrian n1cntions only the Council of 
ì\ica'a and the fixe fonowin
, 
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so adulterated as to n1ake the Council give to the 
sacred images the "Torship \vhich is duc to the Holy 
Trinity alone. ï4o \Vhile, therefore, the Synod of Frank- 
fort permitted the use of the sacred images in and 
out of the churches, in its Second Canon, it forbade 
them to be adored \vith the \vorship due to the l\1ost 
Holy Trinity.í41 Nevertheless, Pope Hadrian, \"ho had 
privately received and sanctioned the Seventh Council, 
,vrote at length in its favour, ans\vering the objections 
raised against it in the Libri Carolilli. 742 The form 
in \vhich he ,vrote ,,-as a Letter to Charlemagne. lIe 
sho\\"cd that the definition of the Council upon the 
veneration of images ,vas not justly liable to any 
censure. This Letter put an end to the controversy. 
The short sketch of the history ,\"hich \ve have given 
suggests some fe\v remarks. (I.) The question of 
Papal Infallibility \vas no ,,-ay touched, nor that of 
the rclative positions of Pope and Council: this is clear 
fron1 the history. (2.) The opposition to the Synod of 
Nicæa qriginatecl in \vant of kno\vledge of the original 
text. The adulteration of the Latin translation concerns 
principally the ,vords used in the Seventh Synod by 
Constantine, Bishop of Cyprus. According to the Latin 
version, it seetned as if he had Inaintained the duty of 
giving the sanle \\-orship of adoration to the images 


;40 Baronius and Bellannine thought that the Synod of Frank- 
fort condemned the entire Second Council of Nicæa; but we 
cannot follow their opinion, which is opposed to the clearest 
proofs, See in the Inatter the Dissertation of Father Losurius 
(In Labbe, t. ix" p. 113, seq,); Orsi, Dc ",4.ltc!. ROlll. POll!if.,1. i., 
cap. xxxi., art. iii., pt. ii., t. i., p. :2 I. Ronle, 177 I. 
í41 In Cone. Francofordiensi, Can. ii. (Labbe, t. ix., p. 101). 
The doctrine condeull1ed in this Canon, is just the same which the 
Seventh Council condeInned. But the Latin version brought into 
France was corrupted. 
'j42 Eþis!. HadriaJli ad CarolltlJl ..lI. þro S)'Jlodo l\
icæJla ii. 
(Labbe, t. viii., p. 1554, seq.). 
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of the Saints as ,vas given to the Holy Trinity.'i43 
(3.) The Bishops of France considered themselves at 
liberty to censurc the Synod of Nicæa, because they 
regarded it as a particular Synod of the Greeks, devoid 
of any Pontifical sanction, as appears fronl the Second 
Canon of Frankfort. (4.) Finally, no difficulty against 
Papal Infallibility is created by the Assembly of Paris 
under Louis Debonnaire, ,,'hen some Bishops ventured to 
accuse Pope Hadrian of having favoured the Greek 
superstition; nor by the fact of Claudius, Bishop of 
Turin, having removed all images from the churches of 
his diocese. It is not altogether unkno,vn in the Church 
that some Bishops, carried a,vay either by pride or by 
ignorance, or by both together, have lifted up their voice 
against Ecumenical Councils and Popes. As to the 
Spaniard Claudius, he ,vas evidently an Iconoclast, ,vho 
succeeded in introducing the poison of that heresy into 
the Italian soil. 
Nevertheless, the Second Council of Nicæa did not 
root out the evils of the Eastern Church. A Po,\ erful 
party of Iconoclasts still existed in the capital of the 
Enlpire. \Vhen Leo the Armenian obtained the imperial 
diadem, this party became possessed of po,ver, and ,,'ere 
left free to exercise their vengeance and to set on foot a 
most cruel persecution against the ,\'orshippers of the 
sacred inlages. For h\-enty-seven years thc Catholics 
,vere scourged, tortured, nlutilated, beheaded, cast into 
the sea, or kept in the most loathsonle prisons in order 
to prolong thcir cruel agony. 
icephorus, Patriarch of 
Constantinople, the great hero of the day, solemnly 
declared that he ,vould ncver s,\"crvc frol11 the guiding 
principle of the Apostolical See, ,vhich is divinely 


;.13 Constantinus, Bishop of Cyprus, had said just the contrary- 
, ,
, , , ""'. , ' r - 
:-7111 -yur:-u ^U'ipE/WI <::poax.wr,l1IV I.LCJ'I'!) r:-'!J 1J'::EPOUl1IW i!fi,1 ...lJJUP'XIi!.'1j 
';'PU-J.ÒI ii.'ICJ..t;;':,'.Lt;;
 (Act. iii., Cone. :\'ic. ii. Labbe; t. yiii., 
 p. 836).' 
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instructed, and ,vithout ,,'hich no synodical doctrine can 
c,-er be regarded of faith.7 H l\foreover, Theodore the 
Studitc, one of the n10st learned a 1 1d po,verful champions 
of the Catholic dogn1a, though in chains and cruelly 
tOrInented, did not see any other means fit to counteract 
the fury of the persecution than to address himself to 
that Apostolic See" \yhich had been from the beginning- 
the genuine fountain of orthodox truth."j4
) Pope 
Paschal ,vas not negligent in the discharge of his 
Pastoral duties, and folIo,ying in the steps of Gregory II. 
and Hadri2.l1 I., he addressed to Leo the 1. \nnenian a 
Letter, explaining and defending the Catholic dogma of 
the ,,"orship of the sacred irnagcs, and pointing out the 
true vic\v to be taken of it.7 4Li Althoug-h the Lettcr of 
the Pope did not put a stop to thc cruel persecution, 
,vhich "'as still carried on by Leo and his successor, 
still it contributed to strengthen thc faith in the 
hearts of the people, and to furnish thern ,vith sure 
"'capons in defence of the dognla sanctioned at Kicæa. 
Theodore the Stuùite, and l\Iethodius, the Patriarch of 
Constantinople, spoke of this Letter in tern1S of the 
highest praise, and attributed to it the salvation of 
111any.í17 But the terrible evils caused by the Iconoclasts 
in the Eastern Church had not yet been stayed by the 
zealous efforts of the Patriarch l\Iethodius and of his 
holy successor Ignatius, \"hen a ne,,' scandal sprang up 
in the Church of Constantinople, ,vhich ,vas destined 


7H Eþist. ad Lt'Ollt'l1l If I. Paþalll (Labbe, t. ix., p. 292, seq.) ; 
AþologcticllS þro .S.,,'. IJ}/{lgÙzibus (I\Iigne, P jJ. GG., t. c., p. 597). 
7-1,) Eþist" 1. ii., Epp. xii., xiii., p. I 151, seq" p. 1154, seq. (Edit. 
Migne, t. xcix., P P. GG.). 
ï4G A portion of this Letter was disco\-ered by Pitra in the 
library of the ROlnan College. He published it in his Jus Eccl. 
GræClt1Jl, t. ii" p. Ài., seq. 
Hi Theodorus Studita, Eþist., 1. ii" Ep. lxiii., p. J 282 (Edit. 

Iigne, t. xcix., P P. GG.); :\Iethodius, Ex j\
o'i/is Eþls!., a Card. 
l\laio editis, Epp. 192, 193 (Penes Pitra. Op. cit., 1. c., p. ),.,). 
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shortly to destroy ,\"hatever remained of Catholic faith 
and unity in the Oriental Church, and to bring it head- 
long into fatal schisn1. The l
mperor 1\1ichael and his 
ambitious courtier Photius ,vere the authors of this great 
scandal; the former by deposing- the Patriarch Ignatius, 
and raising to the Patriarchal see a layman and a 
soldier; the latter by usurping the Episc
pal Chair in 
defiance of all the Canons of the Church and of all 
principles of justice. Ignatius applied to the l
oman 
Pontiff for redress, and '\'as in revenge treated ,\-ith the 
utmost cruelty by the usurper and his imperial protector. 
But Pope N'icholas, having n1adc hin1self acquainted ,\-ith 
the case, held a Synod in R.o111e, ,,,hen he published a 
sentence of anathen1a and deposition against the invader, 
and ordered the rcstoration of the true Patriarch Ignatius 
to the see of Constantinople. But Photius, supported 
by the E111peror l\Iichael, not only refused to obey the 
order of the Roman Pontiff, but also convened an 
assen1bly of Bishops in Constantinople, and like a ne,v 
Dioscorus. pronounced an anathen1a against the Pope. 
Before long, ho\\"e\"er, l\Iichael ,vas nlurdered, and Basil 
thereupon beca111e undisputed Emperor of the East; 
he drovc Fhotius fron1 his usurped see, and restored 
Ignatius according to the orders of Pope Kicholas.
48 
It ,vas then that the necessity of a ne,v Ecumenical 
Council '\'as generally felt, to bring order and discipline 
into the Oriental Church, Kicholas 1. had consented to 
the convocation of the Synod, but ,vas prevented by 
death from secing the A<;senlbly. Hadrian 11., his 
succcssor, in a H,onlan Synod, rene""cd the sentencc of 
anathenla and deposition against Photius ; 'j'.1
 but 
,villingly accepted the proposal of a General Council, 


7-1, See pt. i. of this work, on the Suþreme Authority of the 
Poþe, sec. V., p. 128, se'-l. . 
7-19 In Vita Hadriani II. (Labbe, t. x., p. 39
, scq.); in Allo- 
ClltioJlt: Hadrian; II. I n Act. vii., Cone. viii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 59-1-). 
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and sent his Legates to Constantinople to preside over 
the Assembly. The careful study of the Acts of the 
Council sho,vs plainly that all the endeavours of the 
Apostolic See ,\?ere directed to strengthen the ties ,vhich 
bound the Eastern Church in dutiful submission to the 
Ron1an Pontiff; ,,,hence it fo11o\\'s that \ve find in this 
Council some of the strongest proofs of the divine 
supren1acy of the Pope in the Church. This is seen and 
admitted by the older Gallicans and by 1\lgr. Maret. 75o 
But they do not see \vith equal clearness that this same 
Synod furnishes a convincing argument for the supe- 
riority of the Pope over every Council, and for the 
irrefonnability of his dogn1atic decisions. \Ve must 
study brevity, and shall therefore confine ourselves to 
the principal heads of the argun1ent, referring for details 
to the ,yorks of Cardinal Orsi, Î.JI and of 1\1 uzzarelli,752 
The points on ,vhich ,ve touch shall be those ,vhich 
l\lgr. l\Iaret has attacked. 
Our attention is first claimed by the formula of faith 
,vhich Pope Hadrian 11., \vithout any previous dis- 
cussion, ordered to be signed by all the Bishops, and by 
such Photians as sought for reconciliation ,\'ith the 
Church. The formula of faith, ,vhich 've read in the 
First Session of the Council, consists of the formula sent 
by Horn1isdas to the Orientals after the Acacian schism, 
\vith the addition required by the ne,v state of things. 
N o,v Bossuet, in his famous Defence of the Gallican 
Declaration of 1682, Inakes no mention of this Act 
of the Eighth Council}".J3 De la Luzerne faithfully 


7.30 Dit C01lcile GéJl/ral, 1. ii., ch. x., 11. ii.. p. 316, seq. 
751 De R. P. A ltctoritate, 1. i., cap. xxxii., t. i., pt. ii., p. 32, 
seq. 
75
 De A uctoritatc R. P. Ùl CoJtc. GeJt., cap. xii., sec. v., seq., 
t. ii., p. 283, seq. 
,53 Decl. Def. CIeri Gallicani, pt. ii., 1. xii., cap. xxxii., t. ii., 
p. 203, seq. Edit. cit. 
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Î1nitated the prudential silence of his master. 7 ;).t, 1\igr. 
l\larct has not dared to abstain fron1 all mention of this 
important fact; but he passes over it ,vithout the least 
rcnlark, as if nothing could be dra"rn fron1 it in favour 
of the Infallibility of the Pope, and of his superiority 
to General Councils. 755 And yet both 1\1 uzzarelli ,:íG 
and Orsi 757 develope at some length the argument in 
favour of the disputed Papal prerogatives ,vhich nlay be 
'derived fronl the passage. l\'Igr. l\laret simply takes no 
notice of ,vhat they haye urged. 
In the formula of faith, profession is nlade of the 
follo".ing heads of doctrine: (I.) The promises made to 
St. Petcr are treated as having been made to his 
Successors, the Ronlan Pontiffs. (2.) The Apostolic 
See, according to these promises and as an effect of 
thenl, is ahvays preserved immaculate in its religion, 
and its doctrine is recognised as holy, because in this 
See (( integra est Christianæ Religionis soliditas." 75S 
(3.) .A perfect submission is professed to all the Decrees 
of faith and discipline of the J{oman Pontiffs, and 
especially to those of Pope Nicholas and I-Iadrian II.; 
so that, ,vhosoever refuses entire obedience to these 
Decrees, is regarded as a schisnlatic ,vho has no clainl 
to be admitted to the communion of the Church. 759 


l,j-l Sur la Dlclaratioll de l'Assè1llbllt.' dlt C/ergé de Fra1lce elf 
168
, pt. iii., eh. xix., p. 
99, seq. Paris, 184-3. 
ï;;;; DIl C01ldle Gàzéral, 1. ii" eh, x., n, iii., p. 3 IS, seq. 
j,jG Dc Auctoritate R. P. Í1z COIlC. GOI., cap. :\.ii., sec. 3, t. ii., 
p. ::!65, seq. 
ï;;. Op. eit., 1. e. 
.;,,\ Libellus þro.fcssiollis fidei a ]JoJltijice R0J1la1l0 1llissllS. In 
Act. i., Cone. viii. (Labbe, t. x., p. 498). 
.;;9 ".Ab hujus (Apostolieæ Sedis) fide et doetrina separari 
minime eupicntcs et præeipue SS. Sedis Apostolieæ præsulum 
scquentes in omnibus eonstituta, ete, Scquentes in omnibus Apos- 
tolieanl Sedenl et obscrvantes ejus omnia eonstituta spcranlus ut in 
lIna eomulunione qu
m Scdes Apostoliea prædieat esse mercamur 
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(4-) Consequently, all the heresies and heretics arc 
anatheluatised \\ThOnl the Popes have condemned, and 
\\-ith these Photius, and Gregory, Bishop of Syracuse. 

o\v \\Tho can deny that the dognla ,vhich \ve advocate 
is fully contained in these four heads of doctrine? The 
form ula does not concern any particular dogma \vhich 
the Pontiff presented to be adopted by the Synod, and 
\\Thich, according to the Gallican luaxims, ,vould become 
irreforn1able on the strength of the synodical signatures.- 
The Apostolic See is represented in it as the solid and 
irnluoveable foundation of the ,,-hole Christian religion, 
as the test of orthodoxy, as the centre of unity in faith, 
divinely instituted in the Universal Church; and the 
privileges of this See are referred to divine prolnises. 

o'v the Fathers of the Eighth Council, by adopting 
these doctrines, authentically declared, even according 
to Gallican principles, that they are infallible anù 
Catholic dogn1as, not ll1ere opinions of an Ultramontane 
School. The Fathers, in fact, as soon as they ,vere 
asked by the Papal Legates ,,,hether they \vould receive 
the L ibclllls for\varded by Pope Hadrian, ans\rered 
unanimously that it ,vas perfect and right, and that they 
therefore fully agreed \\Tith it.,GO In the Second Session 
the Bishops ,vho had follo,,'ed the example and doctrine 
of Photius ,,'ere judged by the Papal Legates. The 
Legates alone order then1 to sign the profession of faith; 
they alone examine their cause, impose on them some 
penitential ,yorks in satisfaction for their sin of schism, 
and they alone restore theln to their Episcopal dignity. 


in qua est integra et vera Christianæ religion is soliditas: promit- 
tcntes sequestratos a connl1unione EccIcsiæ Catholicæ, idest non 
conscntientes Sedi Apostolicæ, eorum nomina inter sacra non 
recitanda esse lnysteria" (1. c., p. 497). 
JGO "Tota Sancta Synodus exclamavit: Juste et convenienter 
lectus nobis libellus expositus est a Sancta ROlllanortUll Ecclesia 
et propterea omnibus placet" (Ibid., 1. c., p. 5 00 ). 
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They conloland that for the future any other Bishops 
,vho, ha\ ing been guilty of the saIne crinle should repent 
of their guilt, arc to be received in the same nlanner. 
Throughout the Session, the Council is a Olere spectator 
of all that is done, everything being managed by the 
H.onlan Legates exclusively; these neither ask for the 
advice or the sanction of the asseolblcd I
athers; in 
virtue of the authority received frool the I{,on1an Pontiff 
they judge independently of the ,yhole Synod; they 
condenln and they absolve; and they impose on the 
Synod the obligation of dealing in the sanle manner for 
the future \vith penitent Bishops, The Synod makes no 
remark on "That the Papal Legates do or say in the 
matter; no hint is found of any protest, but at the end 
of all, acclanlations are given to the Legates and their 
\\"ork, and to the Pope \yhOnl they represcnt.'ïül The 
bearing of all this ,vill be fully appreciated ",hen it is 
remeo1bered that the absolute supreJnacy of the Pope 
over Bishops and Patriarchs ,,-as the veIY' point called in 
question by Photius. In addition to the forolulary of 
faith, the saIne Council received and adhered to the 
doctrine of several Letters ,vritten by Popes Nicholas 
and Hadrian. Let us see ,,-hat principles these Letters 
contained. Nicholas 1. had alreaùy, in his eighth Letter 
to the Emperor :\Iichael, declared in a soieinn Inanner 
that there \vas no authority in the Church ,,"hich could 
stand superior to that of the Apostolic Sec. " Conse- 
quently," he continues, "no one ,vas ever allO"wed to 
olake any change in ,vhat this See had àctern1Ïned, nor 
to utter any contrary opinion; "ïü2 and in another of his 
Letters to the Enlperor, ,vhich ""as read in the Council, 



61 A .. c ," (L bb ) 
· ct. II., onc. \ïll. a e, t. x., pp. 5 0 7- 5 I -t- . 
.(it "Patet profecto Scdis Apostolicæ, cujus auctoritate Inajor 
non cst, judiciUln a nemine fore retractandum, nequc cuiquam de 
cjus liceat judicare judicio" (Eþist. viii. ...Yico/ai Paþæ ad ...lIft-hat/oil 
Imþ. Labbe, t. h., p. 1339). 
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he points out that, ,vhen anything has been settled by 
the Decrees of the Holy See, this is removed from all 
possibility of retractation and change. 763 He grounds 
the privileges of the Apostolic See on the promises 
,vhich Christ made to the Head of the Apostles; so that 
his teaching is that the Apostolic See ,vas divinely 
established as the solid rock of faith, and from it the 
rule of faith is to be expected in opposition to the 
madness of hcretics. 764 In another Letter to Photius, 
like,\Tise rcad in the Council, he confirms this assertion 
by the fact that the Universal Church seeks from the 
Roman See the doctrine dnd the integrity of the faith. 765 
And he rcpeatedly inculcates the doctrine of the supreme 
and absolute jurisdiction of the Roman Pontiff in the 
Universal Church. 7GG Hadrian II. also, in his Lettcr to 
the Patriarch Ignatius, read in the Third Session of the 
Synod, speaks of the Letters of Pope Nicholas as divinely 
inspired, and mentions that according to the Ecclesias- 
tical Canons, Decrees and judgments of the Apostolical 
See ,verc not to be re-considered or examined ; \vhile 
the Canons also assert that the Roman See has the 
unlitnited right to inquire into the affairs of others in 
the Church for the purpose of making any needful 


ïlì3 "Ut ejus (ROlnanæ Sedis) eonsultu, quæ eeclesiastieis eon- 
veniunt negotiis, agere euraverit; proeul dubio quæ agenda vel 
mubigenda fuerint, irretractabiliter cuneta disponere, ordinare 
atque definire poterit," etc. (Eþist. Nicolai Paþæ ad .L
lichaelc1Jl 
IlItþ. In Act. iv., Cone. viii. Labbe, t. x., p. 535). 
.fi-l Eþist. Nicolai Paþæ ad .L1IicllaelcJJz Imþ. In Act. iv., 
Cone. viii. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 529). 
.6,j "Universitas eredentÏtlln ab hac Sancta Ronlana Eeclesia, 
quæ caput cst omnium Eec1esiarum, doctrinanl exquirit, integri- 
tatem fidei deposeit" (Eþist. l\
icolai Paþæ ad PhOtiU1Jl. In Act. iv., 
Cone. viii. Labbe, 1. c., p. 539). 
.fi{j Eþist. IVicolai Paþæ ad PhOtÙt111. In Act. iv., Cone. viii. 
(Labbe,1. c., p. 540), and þassÙll in the other Epistles of Nicholas 
inserted in that Session and in the Seventh. 
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rcfornls. 76 , Thc Lctters of :Kicholas and I-Iadrian 11., 
containing these view's on the authority of the l{oman 
Pontiff, bcing read in the presence of the Council, the 
liathers not only gave no hint of any protcst against 
. ,vhat 1\lgr. 1\Iårct calls the absolutc authority of the 
Pope, but they unanimously acceptcd and commended 
their teaching. 
In the Third Session, \vhen thc Letters of Pope 
Hadrian "ycre read, the Roman Legates asked the 
Synod ,,"hether or not these Letters ,vere in accordance 
,vith the la,vs and the Inaxilns of the Church. And 
the unanimous ans\\'cr of the Council ,vas in the affir- 
mativc. 70s Like\vise in the Fourth and Seventh, but 
espccially in the Fifth Session, ,vhen the Letters of 
Pope Nicholas ,vere read, the Synod applauded, and . 
judged the Pope \vorthy to be kept in everlasting 
renlenlbrance in the Church.7 m Ignatius the Patriarch 
himself declared them to be in a perfect harmony ,vith 
the synodical Canons, and informed the Council that 
thc Emperor had perfectly follo,ved all the definitions 
and the rules cnacted by Pope Nicholas.íi'O \Ve gather 
froin this that the Eighth Synod accepted and sanc- 
tioned all the maxims of both Popes Nicholas 1. and 
IIadrian II. concerning the Constitution of the Church, 
and the suprcme, absolute, and uncontrollable authority 
of thc H..oman Pontiff; and thus \ve have an easy retort 
against the Gallican School ,vhen they urge their 


,(jj ":K ihil sequendunl præter ejus (
icolai) diyinitus inspirata 
decreta conspicimus . . . Apostolicæ Sedis judicium nusquam 
præcipiunt sacri canones retractare, dUIn tamen censeant emu in 
aliofill11 quæquc renovanda, seu definiend
l1n negotia perscrutari" 
(Eþis!. HadrÙl1Û Paþæ ad 19l1atiztJll Patr. In Act. iii" Cone. viii. 
Labbe, 1. c.. p. 5
0). 

(j8 I A ... C ... (L bb ) 
· n ct. Ill" one. \"lll. a e, t. X., p. 5
3 . 
íG!) In Act. iv. (Labbe. 1. c" p. 5-1-5); Act. y, (Labbe, 1. c.. p. 548) ; 
Act. \"ii. (Labbe, 1. c" p. 60 5 '. 
no Ibid. (1. c., p. 60-+), 
F 
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argunIent against the Papal authority and infallibility. 
They say that the Letters of the Popes Nicholas I. and 
I-Iadrian II. \vere accepted by the Council only after 
examination. \Vell, ,,"e reply, either \vith or \vithout 
exanlination they '\'el e accepted. The Synod, therefore, 
fullyackno\vledged the superiority of the Pope over the 
General Council, the irreformability of his judgments, 
and his uncontrollable and unlin1Ïted jurisdiction in the 
,vhole Church, \':hether dispersed or assembled in an 
EcunIenical Synod. 
It 110\\. only relnains to examine in the shortest 
possible nlanner the last assertion of l\Igr. l\1aret on 
the condenlnation of Photius pronounced by the Eighth 
Council. Bossuet could not refrain from remarking that 
. the Eighth Synod did literally execute the sentence of 

icholas I. and I-Iadrian II. in the condemnation of 
Photius. 7ïl l\Igr. l\Iaret does not quote this passage, but 
rests on aa earlier chapter, in \vhich the contradictory 
vie\v is taken. 772 De la Luzerne treats the matter in 
the sanIe \vay.7 73 l\Igr. ::\Iaret, then, \\Tith his School, 
assert that the Council exercised its jurisdiction in 
revie\ving the Papal sentence against Photiu5, and, 
nloreover, that the Papal sentence \vas easily admitted 
by the Council, not on account of its irrefornla,bility, 
but because the case \vith \vhich it dealt \vas clear, and 
because it had the consent of the other Patriarchs.'i74 
)J either of these assertions can be supported, and both 
are inconsistent \\Tith the .A...cts of the Council. For in 
the very first Session the Oriental Vicars adopted a 
definition \vhich had been signed by a Catholic Synod 


í"il "Octava Synodus i\icolai ct Hadriani judiciunl executa cst 
adversus Photium" (Dcf. flecl. Cieri Gall., pt. ii., 1. xiii., cap. vi., 
t, ii., p. 228). 
ïí2 Ibid., 1. Àii., cap. xxxii., t. ii., p. 203, seq. 
íï3 Sur la Déclaratioll de 1682, pt. iii., ch. xix., p. 299, seq. 
;74 Du COllcile GlIliral, 1. ii.. ch. x., n. i"., t. i., p. 32 I, seq. 
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hekl in Constantinople, declaring that Pope Nicholas 
had pronounced a definitive sentence of condemnation 
against Photius and Gregory of Syracuse. 775 On this 
account the Eastern Bishops had anathematised all ,vho 
should reject anything of ,vhat had been judged by Pope 
Kicholas.'i,t) Again, in the explanation of the definition 
given by them in the Council, they maintained that they 
had ahvays regarded Photius as an usurper, for he had 
never been accepted by the Patriarchs of the East nor 
by the Roman Patriarch.'iï7 Nevertheless. although his 
guilt ,yas manifest, they regarded it as definitively 
settled only ,vhen the Roman Pontiff pronounced a 
judgnIent against him. The Council unanimously 
declared that they agreed perfectly ,,'ith the definition 
of the Oriental Vicars. ïiS In the sanIe l11anner the Synod, 
as ,ve have said, by accepting the Letters of Popes 
Nicholas and Hadrian, not only ackno\vledged the 
justice of the condemnation pronounced against Photius, 
but also that suprenlacy of jurisdiction over Bishops and 
Patriarchs ,vhich resides in the Roman Pontiffs, and 
\vhich Photius had denied. 
But \ve l1IUSt examine I110re particularly the ground 
on \vhich Gallicans assert that the Eighth Synod exer- 
cised a full jurisdiction over the judicial sentence passed 
by the Pope against Photius. In the Fourth Session the 
Imperial Patricians i!1sistcd on a ne,v trial being granted 
to Photius and his partisans: but in asking for a ne\v 
trial they did not intend to thro\v doubt on the 
validity of the sentence passed by Pope Nicholas and 
his successor. 1'hcy g-rounded their request on a 


jj;) Dl'jillitio, etc., cap. iii. "Bcati tcrn1Íni Papa Kieolaus in 
Photio . . . dedit dcfinitivan1 danlnationem
' (In Act. i., Cone. viii. 
Labbe, t. x., p. 501). 
jiG Ibid., cap. vi. (1. e" p. 5 02 ). 
ï7i L. c., p. 5 0 --1-. 
jiS L. c., p. 5 0 3. 
U 2 
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considcration of mercy to,yards n1cn ,yho ,,,"cre in ,vant 
of 111cdicinal help in the path of righteousncss and 
truth..;!) The Synod, by the n10uth of the l\Ietropolitan 
of Smyrna, agrced ".ith the vie\v taken in the matter 
by the Patricians. But the Papal Legates informed the 
Synod that it ,vas not in their po,\.cr to rescind the 
sentence of the Roman Pontiff, and that to do so \vas 
against the Canons of the Church. Nevertheless, they 
continued, if Photius and his partisans should plead 
ignorance of the Papal sentence given against them, 
\vhich ,vas not credible, they could be brought before 
the Synod, and there hear the judgnlent pronounced 
against then1 by the Pope. Thus they ,vould be 
deprived of all pretext for persisting in their course. 
The Patricians and the Synod perfectly agreed ,yith 
the ans,\.cr and the proposal of the ROlnan Legates. íso 
Nevertheless the latter, in order to lcave no roon1 for 
doubt, solemnly dcclared, over and over again-" Nos 
non propter contentioncn1 advocalnus eos, sed ut 
tantU111 beatissimi Papæ :Kicolai epistolam audiant."781 
In the }'ifth Session, ,vhen Photi
s \\"as introduced into 
the Council, thcy rcne,ved the same dcclaration, that all 
might understand that they ,yere not about to institute 
a nc,v trial in the case of Photius: s2 In the same 
Session, ,yhen the Letters of Pope Nicholas against 
Photius ,vere read, the ROlllan Legates again insisted 
that they \vere not about to bcgin a ne,v trial, for the 
case had been terminated long before by Pope Nicholas 
and confirn1cd by Pope Hadrian, neither ,vould they act 


.j'!J "ROg:lll1US ergo ut hi y'ui languent sanentur, et corrigantur 
qui non habcnt certitudineln veritatis, ct crigantur qui deorsmll 
ja\:ent" (Act. iv. Labbe, 1. c., pp, 5
-
, 5
5). 
'i:-o Ibid. (1. c" p. 525, seq.). 
'is! Ibid. (1. c., p. 526). 
'io:': Act. iy. (1. c., p. 5.+6). The Greek Acts are perfectly in 
accordance in all this part with the Latin Acts of Anastasius. 



SC'iJClltlt and Eigllfh General Coullcils. 309 


against the definitions and the la\vs of the Fathers. 7s3 
Aftenvards they asked the Synod \vhether it ,,"ould 
accept the Papal definitions, and the assenlbled I:;'athers 
\vith one voice ans\\'ered that they agreed \vith them 
all,7s4 Again in the Seventh Session, \vhen Photius \vas 
a second tin1e introduced before the Synod, the Papal 
Legates alone acted as judges, \vith full po\vers, \vhile all 
the Council \vas silent; the Legates alone, after having 
convicted Photius by the perusal of the Papal Letters, 
rene\ved against the obstinate schismatic the sentence 
\vhich Pope T\icholas and Pope Hadrian had already 
pronounced.;S5 And \vhen, in the Fifth Session, the 
Patrician Bahancs \vas pressing Photius to give signs of 
repentance, and Inake an act of submission to the Papal 
sentence, he added that "post discessum Sanctorum 
Vicariorun1, cuncta inutilia et invalida erunt, quæ a te 
dicta et acta constitcrint." 78G As if he ,,"ould \varn 
him that all \\'as in the hands of the Legates as the 
representatives of the Pope. 
No\v \vhoever attentively reads the Acts, of ,,'hich \ve 
can here give only a sketch, must be surprised to remark 
that the assertions of the Gallican School are nothing 
else than the maxims of the Photians in the Eighth 
Council. It is untrue that the Synod attributed to 
itself the jurisdiction of examining and of judging the 
sentence of 
icholas and Hadrian, still more that it 
actually did so. No ne\v trial, in fact, took place in the 
Eighth Session in the case of Photius and his partisans, 


,83 "Non crgo novmll a1iquod vel reeens judieimll judieabin1us, 
aut introdueenlus, sed vetus ex 11lultO tempore judieatum quidclll a 
sanetissimo et bcatissilllO Papa 
 ieolao, f.rmatmll autcIll a sanetis- 
simo Papa Hadriano; ct non possmllUS transferri vel COIDlllovcri 
a paternis definitionibus et Icgibus" (Act. v" Cone. yiii. Labbe, 
I. c., p. 550). 
;81 Ibid. (1. c., p. 550, seq,). 
is:; Act. vii., Cone. viii. (Labbc, I. c" pp. 57 I, 603). 
-"ü \ C ... (I ) 
· 
'""1.ct. v., one. Vlll. . c., p. 551 . 
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and the intimation of the Papal sentence to the schis- 
matic party deyolved on the Papal Legates alone. 
Again, the Papal Legates defend the irreformability of 
the sentence inflicted on Photius sinlply on the ground 
that it is a Papal sentence, not because it had been 
approved by the other Patriarchs. They allege the 
definitions and the la".s of the l;athers only in support 
of their assertion that a Papal sentence is not open to 
any change or reformation. Finally, the Synod, in the 
second of its Decrees of faith, enacted in the Tenth 
Session, bore ,,'itness to the justice of the position ,ve 
have taken. For in that Decree it ordered that all 
should keep and ObSCr\T the synodical definitions of 
Nicholas and Hadrian against Photius, precisely because 
the Pope is an organ of the Holy Ghost.ís 7 The Synod 
does not define that the Decrees of l\icholas and 
Hadrian are to be observed because they haò been 
sanctioned by the Oriental Patriarchs, or because the 
guilt of Photius ,yas evident; but because l\icholas 
and Hadrian are regarded by the Synod as organs of 
the I Ioly Ghost, that is to S2Y, on account of their 
divine uncontrollable authority. For this reason the 
Eighth Synod, like the preceding, follo,ved faithfulIy 
the judgnlent of the Roman Pontiff, and submitted to 
him, as nlenlbers to their I-Iead. 


,s. "Bcatissin1lUl1 Fapanl Nieob,ml1 tanqu
l1n organml1 Saneti 
Spiritus habentes, neenon ct sanetissinlmn I-Iadrianmn Papanl 
sueecssorenl cjus, defininlUS et saneinlus Ctialll Olnnia quæ ab eis 
synodiee pcr diversa tClnpore exposita sunt . . . servari selnper et 
custodiri eUln expositis eapitulis inl111utilata pariter et illæsa," ete. 
(Cap. ii. in Act. x., Cone. viii. Labbe, I. c., p. 633). 



SECTIOi\ XIII. 


PAP.\L IXF_\LLIDILITY FRO:\I TIlE EIGHTH TO THI.: 
SIXTEENTH COUXCIL. DEYELOP
IE
T OF TIlE 
nOCTRIXE. 
FRO:\I the year 869, \vhen the Eighth Ecunlcnical Synod 
,vas held in Constantinople, no other Gcneral Council 
,vas assembled in the Church till I 123, \vhen Pope 
Callistus II. convened the Kinth General Council in the 
Lateran to ratify the Concordat of \V orms, \vhich put 
an end to the gleat contest concerning in\'estitures 
behvcen the Church and the Enlpire.ï 8S The Second 
General Council of Lateran "'as called by Innocent I l. 
in 1 139, principally for the purpose of checking the fatal 
schisn1 of Pier Leone, and putting a rcstraint on the 
audacity of Pier of Bruis and .Arnold of Brescia, ,,"hose 
poisonous doctrine \vas spreading in the provinces of I tal y 
and in H..ome itself a spirit hostile to the Church and to 
the Roman Pontiff.;sÐ A third General Synod \\-as also 
held in the Lateran forty years later by .t\lexander 111.. 
\vith the vic\v of redressing the disorders produced by 
the schisnls of the anti-Popes, and to eradicate the l11any 
evils \\'hich had become preyalent among Christians,'oo 
\Vc can say that thc first three Lateran Synods did not 
properly regard the condelnnation of nc\\" errors, but 
mattcrs of discipline. 
 evertheless. fron1 the I
ighth 
to the Eleventh Ecun1enical Council (869-1179), ne\v 


j
8 Cone. Lat. i. (Labbe, t. xii" p. 1327, seq.). 
':):)9 Còne.. Lat. ii. (Labbe, t, xii., p. 1.1.98, serf,). 
;!}Q Cone. Lat. iii. (Labbe. 1. ).,iii" p. 410, seq,). 
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hel esies and ne,v errors appeared in the Church, but 
they ,vere definitively condemned by the infallible 
authority of the Roman Pontiff, \vithout any need being 
felt that the Bishops of the \vorld should assen1ble. It 
is beyond any doubt that the doctrine of Berengarius 
on the Eucharist ,vas heretical. I-Ie professed to dra\v 
it from the \\Titings of John Scotus Erigena; he 
denied every kind of substantial change in the Sacra- 
ment of the Eucharist, and seemed only to admit the 
simple \
irtue of Christ's II umanity in the bread and 
\vine consecrated \vith the \\
ords of institution. I-lis 
errors \yere \\yidely spread in France, and received the 
patronage of a strong party. Leo IX. \vas the first to 
conde111n th
m, in a Synod held at Rome in 1050, 
and again in another assen1 bled the same year in 
Vercelli. íD1 Five years after (1055) the condelnnation 
\\yas rene\ved by \Tictor II. in a Synod convened in 
Florence. íÐ2 Nicholas II. cOlnpelled the heretic to burn 
his o\vn \\Titings and to renounce his errors, in the 
presence of a Synod held in Rome in 1059.í93 But 
Berengarius subsequently \vithdre\v his retractation and 
returned to his vonlit. In vain did Alexander II. 
kindly exhort hiln to reject his error; he remained 
stubborn and scornful in his perversity and hypocrisy. 

Finally, it \vas in the Synods held in Rome by 
Gregory VII. in 1078 and 1079, that he submitted to 
the condition in1posed on him for a con1plete recon- 
ciliation \yith the Church. But the fonnula \vhich the 
great Pontiff required Bereng3.rius to sign clearly reveals 
the consciousness he had of his o\vn infallibility ,vhen he 
framed it. The heresiarch ,vas obliged to believe corde 



Ð1 Cone. ROlli. ii. sub Leone IX. Papa; Cone. Yereellensc 
(Labbe, t. xi., p. LJ.27, seq., p. 1..1-3 I, scq.). 
íD2 Cone. Florentinu111 (Labbe, t. xii., p. 3). 
íD3 Cone. Ron1. sub K ieolao I I. Berengarii abjuratio (Labbe, 
t. xii., p. 46). . 
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and orc the doctrine of the real substantial presence of 
Christ our Lord in the Sacrament of the Eucharist, and 
to take an oath on the Gospel to attest the sincerity of 
his profession. 794 A profession of faith \vhich conlmands 
our reason to subluit ,vithout reserve, is an infallible 
utterance of the official organ of the Holy Ghost in the 
Church. Gregory VI!., like his predecessors, ".as really 
an organ of the Holy Ghost, and, therefore, his Decree 
against the heresy of Berengarius, \\'ithout any Ecumeni- 
cal Council, "'as sufficient to counteract the artifices of 
the heretic, and to put an end to the controversy. 
Gregory VI1. had a strong persuasion of his o,vn 
infallibility as a Successor of St. Peter in the Roman 
See, and he \vas a\vare that the belief in that Papal 
prerogative ,vas deeply established in the Universal 
Church. In the Apologeticlts for his Decrees, he openly 
intilnates that the decisions of the most holy Pontiffs 
should be venerated ,,,ith greater devotion than those of 
the first four General Councils, because the latter require 
the authority of the Ronlan Pontiffs, \vhile the former 
stand in no need of any confirnlation \vhatsoeverJ!>5 On 
this account he solemnly declared, in a Synod held at 
Rome, that "Ronlana Ecclesia nunquanl erravit, nee 
in perpetuum Scripturâ testante errabit."79G And' again 
-" Quod Cathoiicus non habetur qui non concordat 
Romanæ Ecclesiæ;" 7
7 and at the same tinle he declared 
that "Sententia Papæ a nullo debeat retractari et ipse 


i!J-I "Ego Berengarius corde credo et ore confiteor," etc. (See it 
in Denzinger, Ellchiridioll Symbol. ct DtjÙzit., p. 133. 'Virceburgi, 
1867) . 
'j!.l;) "Decreta 55. RR. PP., si possemus, etiaIn studiosius 
quam illa quatuor, concilia yenerari et observarc debereillus," etc. 
(Aþologeticlls SUþtT Dt:crl'ta, n. iii. Edit. ::\Iignc, Op" t. j" p. 754- 
Labbe, t. :\.ii" p. 55
). 
7!.1ü Dictatus })aþæ Grt'gorii l'II., n. 

 (Labbe, t. 
ij., p. 3'P), 
,9, lbùl, n, 
6. 



3 1 4 


The Infallibility (}f the Pope. 


omniunl solus retractare possit. " ïas Nevertheless, his 
principles even in that age "'ere fully ackno,vledged, and 
unanimously professed in the Church. I YO Carnotensis, 
a Bishop highly esteenled in France both in his age 
and aften\'ards, pointedly said in his letter to Richer, 
Archbishop of Sens, that resistance to the judgnlents 
and the Decrees of the Apostolic See is a sure mark of 
heretical pravity.7!)!) And he appeals to the traditional 
teaching of the Church, especially to that of Pope 
Gelasius and of St. Gregory 1. 8 ')0 Like\vise, the Council 
of Quedlinburgh (1085) expressly nlaintained the same 
maxinl, as having been laid do,,'n by the Fathers of the 
Church; the assembled Bishops exalnined the doctrines 
of the holy Fathers (say the synodical Acts) on the 
Prinlacy of the A postolical See, to the effect that no 
one has po,vcr to re-examine its judgnlent or to 
pronounce any sentence on it. And an the Synod, ,vith 
unaninlous and public consent, praised and confirnled 
this teaching. 801 From this ,ve Blust conclude that the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility, proclainled and put in 
practice by Gregory VI!., does not date lllerely frol11 the 
year 1080, as " Janus" has had the boldness to assert, 
llor ,\'as it built on forgeries of the Hi1debrandine era, 
still less ,vas it called up as a 111eanS to support the 
system of the Papal universal donlination. 802 These 
79" DÙ'tatlls Paþæ Grcgorii VII., n. 18 (1. c.). 
.O!l See I vo Camot" Eþist. viii. (Op., 1. ii" p. 18. Edit. I\Iignc, 
P P. LL., 1. clxii,). "Cujus (Apostolic
 Sedis) judiciis ct consti- 
tutionibus obyiare, plane cst ha'reticæ pravitatis notanl incurrere." 
800 Ibid. (1. c., p. 19). 

01 "Cun1 ergo on1nes jUÀta ordinelll suun1 consedissent, pro- 
lata sunt in 11lediunl decreta sanctorUlll Patrulll de prÏ1natu Sedis 
Apostolicæ: quod nulli unqUaln liceat ejus judicimn retractare, et 
de ejus judicio judicare, Quod de totius Synodi publica professione 
Iaudatun1 et confinnatUln est" (Synod. Quintilineburgcnsis. Labbe, 
t. xii., p. 680). 

ù2 Tllc Poþe and the Coullcil, sec. -vii., p. 100, scq. By" Janus." 
London, 1869. 
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assertions and the likc are nothing short of in1pudent 
calunll1Ïes in " Janus," grounded on ignorancc of history 
and the n10st shanlcless pcrversion of facts. \Ve sa\v in 
the second section of this book that thc principles of 
Gregory VII. on Papal authority and infallibility ,vere 
the principles of antiquity, proclaimed and constantly 
acted upon by the earliest Successors of St. Peter. 
The Popes, \vhen elected, solemnly promised, in their 
profession of faith, to receive and maintain all the 
synodical Dccrees of their predecessors, and to anathe- 
I11atisc all \vhom they had anathen1atiscd.80;
 The 
forn1ttla of faith composed by Pope Honnisdas, and 
adopted by the Oriental Church after the Acacian 
schism and after the Photian rebellion, implies no less 
than \vhat Gregory 'TII. lnaintained. And finally, in 
the profession of faith nlade by the Roman Pontiff 
ever since the Eighth Synod, the Papal Decrees are 
put on the san1e level \vith the Ecun1enical Constitu- 
tions, and, moreover, they are spoken of as necessary 
to be observed.sO-! Therefore, the irrefornlability of the 
Decrees of Popes, and consequently the infallibility of 
thcir doctrinal decisions, are not doctrines introduced 
into thc Church by the ambitious pretensions of some 
Pontiffs, n1uch less by forgery and deceit; they are as 
old as the Church itself, and intimately connected ,yith 
its fundan1ental principles and its divine Constitution. 
Again, Innocent II. condelnned the heresies of 
..l\,bclard by a definitive sentence, "Tithout any neeà 
,vhatever of a General Council. The pro\Tincial Synod 
of Soissons (11::0) had already pronounced a judgment 
against the errors of this heretic. sOj Later, in 1140, St. 


803 Libcr flillnllls RR. LL., cap, ii., p. 58, tertia prof. fidei 
(
ligne, P P. LL., t. cv.). 

C-l Profi:ssio fidci R. Po 11 !ijicis. Ex dilfnlO A,,!. .dugllstiJli 
(Labbe, 1. >.., p. 997). 
80'; Concilium Sucssoniense (Labbe, t. 
ii.. p. 1315, scq.). 
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]
ernard deemed that he should be condemned anew in 
another Synod held at Sens; the erroneous doctrine 
having nleantinle spread \vidcly.so6 But Abelard 
appealed from the sentence of the Synod to Pope 
Innocent II., and the Synod itself referred its sentence 
to the Pontiff: and expected from him a definitive 
,decision."807 The Synod addressed the Pope as follows 
-" \Ve ad\-anced in this business, nlost blessed Father, 
as far as \ve could. For the rest, it belongs to you to 
preserve from any defilement of heretical pravity the 
immaculate candour of the Church. The Spouse of 
Christ is intrusted to you, 0 friend of the Divine 
Spouse. 80S St. Bernard also at the same time fonvarded 
to the Pope a letter, \vhich clearly exhibits the prero- 
gative of the Apostolic See, and especially that of 
infallibility. " It is necessary," he says, "to refer to 
your Apostleship \vhatsoever danger and scandal may 
arise in the IZingdom of God, especially those \"hich 
concern the faith. For I think it to be proper that the 
injuries of the faith should be repaired there \vhere the 
faith cannot fail. This certainly is the prerogative of 
this See. Because to "'hat other See \\'as it ever said 
by Christ-' I have prayed for thee, Peter, that thy faith 
fail not?' Therefore, \vhat follo\vs is required of Peter's 
Successors - '.L-\.nd thou, \vhen thou are converted, 
confinll thy brethren.'" sO!> And the Saint concludes 
his letter by saying-" Being unable to do anything 
to repair the injuries of the faith, I judge it to be 
fitting to send ,vord of the state of affairs to hinl \vhose 
\vea pons are m igh ty to God un to the pulling down 
every InaxÏ1u contrary to the faith, unto destroying 


80G Conciliu111 Scnonense (Labbe, t. xii., p. 1527). 
SOï Ibid. (1. c., p. 1530). 
808 Ibid. (1. c.). 

O!) S. Bernardi, Eþis!. cxc., seu Trac!a!us ad blllOC,,"ntilllll II., 
Præf. (Op" t. i., p. 1053. Edit. l\Iignc). 
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every hcight that exalts itself against the kno\vledge 
of God, and unto bringing into captivity every under- 
standino- to the obcdience of Christ."810 No\v the \vords 
b 
of the Synod, as ,veIl as those of St. Bernard, \vho \vas 
its soul, sho\v \vhat '\"as the persuasion of their age, that 
the l(onlan Pontiff is the judge \vithout appeal in the 
controversies oí faith. No conlment on these passages 
need be added. 
But \vhat ans\ver did Innocent II. give to the Synod 
of Sens and to St. Bernard, ,,,ho had in strong terms 
entreated hinl to pronounce a sentence of condelllnation 
against Abelard? \Ve must give his o""n \\"ords, in 
order to exhibit them in their \vhole strength. " Nos 
itaque," h<.: says, cc qui in cathedra Sancti Petri, cui a 
Domino dictull1 est, Et tu aliquando conversus confirma 
fratres tuos, licet indigni residere conspicinlur, commu- 
nicato fratrum nostrorum Episcoporum Cardinalium 
consilio. destinata nobis a vestra discretione capitula et 
univcrsa ipsius Petri dogmata, sanctorum canonum 
auctoritate, cunl suo auctore damnamus eique tanquam 
hæretico perpetuunl silentiulu imposuimus. U niversos 
quoque erroris sui sectatores et defensores a fidelium 
consortia sequestrandos et excommunicationis vinculo 
innodandos esse censenlus."Sl1 If our adversary \vish to 
have an instance of a definition ex cathedrâ, this is a 
perfect one. The Pontiff speaks from the Chair of 
St. l)cter as the organ divinely appointed to apply, to 
explain, and to define the doctrine of the Apostle. At 
the sanlC tinle he refers to Christ's proluises as the 
source of the prerogative of judging definitively any 
controversy of faith, and of preserving inlnlaculate the 
deposit of the revealed doctrine. Finally, he unre- 
servedly COndenll1S the error of .t\belard, declares hinl 


810 L. c., cap. ix., n. 26 (1. c., p. 1072). 
811 
pisl. I :Jll.... !Ii:" II. PaþL'-' ad Ll1,,-'. S(: t. (Labbe. t. Àii,. 
p. I 53
). 
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to be a heretic, and pronounces a sentence of anathenIa 
against anyone ,vho should follo,v his doctrines or give 
then1 any countenance. In another Letter to the Council 
he gives orders that .L\belard, and Arnold his disciple, 
should be confined in SOlne Religious IIouse, and thcir 
\vritings burned \vherever they should be l11et ,vith. 812 
Thus an end ,vas put to the controversy, ,vhich was 
never treated by any General or Ecumenical Council. 
Another instance to the sanIe effect is afforded by 
the condenlnation of Gilbert de la Porr
e, Bishop of 
Poitiers. He ,vas accused of heretical propositions, 
principally concerning the n1ystery of the Holy Trinity. 
But he appealed to Pope Eugenius III., to \vhom also 
the French Prelates referred his cause, although they 
,vere fully persuaded that their symbol of faith alone 
expressed the Catholic doctrine, ,yhich they ,vished con- 
stantly to defend. Pope Eugenius, therefore, informed 
then1 that their religious profession ,vas in perfect 
accordance ,vith the doctrines of the I{oman Church. s13 
....
s to Gilbert, his cause 'vas exan1ined in the Synod of 
Paris, and aftenvards in that of Reims, before the Pope 
hinlself (1148). Eugenius III. definitively condenlned 
the heretical propositions concerning the Holy Trinity 
contained in a book of the accused Bishop. But since 
he luunbly subluitted to the Papal sentence, and 
recan ted his errors, he ,vas preserved in his see and in 
his dignity.sH Again on that occasion a solen1n rccog- 


81
 Eþist. ii. IllllOCClltii I I. ad COllC. Sal. (Labbe, 1. c.). 
813 .Epistola Ga!ifridi ad 
pisCOþlllll "Albano/selll (Labbe, 
t. xii.. p. 1670). "Quibus sine cunctatione DOlninns Papa rcspondit 
ut universis qui miserant cos renuntiare præcepit: quod ab cadeln 
confcssionc corUIn in nullo prorsus Romana Ecclesia dissentiret." 
81-1 Acta COJlcilii I
CllICllSis, ex Othone Frisingensi (Labbe, 1. xii., 
p. 1662, seq.). "Episcopus præmissaln Summi Pontificis senteu- 
tian1 rcverenter excipiens . . . cum ordinis integritate et honoris 
plenitudinc ad proprian1 diæcesim remeavit." Gaufridus, in Vita 
S. Ber/tardi, 1. iii., cap. v. (Op. S. Bernardi, t. i\'., p. 312. Edit. 
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nition \"as given to the ROlnan Pontiff as possessing the 
suprenle prerogative of declaring the Blatter to be of 
faith, and of prescribing the formulæ of faith. 
""or 
\vhcn the French Bishops, \vishing to oppose the errors 
of Gilbert ,vith a particular symbol of faith, met together 
,vith St. Bcrnard for that purpose, the Cardinals in a 
body earnestly conlplained to the Pope of the assulnp- 
tion of this task by the French Prelates. " It is only the 
I
oman See," they said to the Pope, "\vhich opens and 
no one shuts, shuts and no one opens; it is only the 
I{oman See \yhich has the right to judge the causes of 
faith, and no one can usurp the singular honour of that 
prerogative." 815 The French Prelates not only abstained 
from contradicting the doctrine laid do\vn by the body 
of the Cardinals, but they declared to Pope Eugenius, 
throus-h St. Bernard, that they did not intend to define 
any article of faith in dra\ving up a formula of faith, 
but thought only of setting forth ,,,hat they believed in 
the simplicity of their hearts,8lG This is another proof 
of our point. S17 The Pope, ,vith or \vithout an Ecu- 


::\ligne). " Ita dcmmn Apostolico judicio et auctoritate universalis 
Ecclesiæ error ille dal11natur. Episcopus Gillebertus an eidem 
dan1nationi consentiat, interrogatur. C0nsentiens et publice refu- 
tans quæ prius scripserat ct affinna\rerat, indulgcntiam ipse conse- 
sequitur," etc. Gaufridus, Epist. cit. (Labbe, t. ::o..ii., p. 1670). 
.. Don1inus Papa auctorit3.te Apostolica, dc assensu totius Ecclcsiæ 
quæ convcnerat, capitula ipsa daInna\"it. . . . CUlnque responderet 
Episcopus : Ego corrigan1 ad arbitrimn ycstrum. 1\ on vobis, ait, 
hæc corrcctio cOlnmittetur:' 

l;; 
 ,:Ill COllC. Rtlllc1lsis, ex Othone Frisingensi (Labbe, t. xii., 
p, 166-1-). 
b1ß Ibid. (1. c" p. 1664, seq.). 
Sl'l 
I r. Renollf in his last pan1phlet, TIle Case of Poþe HOllorÙIS 
l
CCOllSidt:rt.'d (p. 96, seq,), when l11aking mention of the case of 
Cilbert de la Porrce, with the \"iew of correcting \\ hat we had said 
on the subject in our POþl? /-[OllOrÙtS (sec. iii., p. 44), has given 
a half page containing almost as l11any blunders as assertions. He 
says that ,. Pdavius admits that he found an original ::\15. of the 
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menical Council, judges in a definitive nlanner upon 
controversies of faith; and not only no one protests 
against the exercise of this prerogative, but all proclainl 
it, and ackno'\Tledge in him the great gift of Infallibility. 
This doctrine, \vhich in the t\vclfth century \\"as so 
,videly propagated in the \Vestern Church, \vas not 
unkno\vn to the East. In fact, in the disputations \vhich 
Anselnl, Bishop of Havelburgh, had \vith the Greeks in 
the hope of convincing them of their error, ,ve read that 
although Anselnl endeavoured to narro\v, as far as 
possible, the doctrines necessary to their reconciliation, 
he did not think it right to set aside the dogma of 
Papal Infallibility, as being implied in the doctrine of 


very book of Gilbert referred to by Gaufridus, 'in quo quæ Gau- 
fridus refert (the errors) lllininle continentur.'" \Vhoever reads 
Petavius and the letter of Gaufridus referred to, will find that 
neither the French theologian nor Gaufridus spoke of the errors 
of which Gilbert had been accused to the Pope, and \\"hich were 
examined in the Councils of Paris and Reillls. Gaufridus, after 
having stated the errors which were brought before the Council, 
adds - "Erant et ali
 quæ in scholis suis dicebatur audito- 
ribus suis iden1 Episcopus tradidisse" (1. c., p. 1670). Petavius 
speaks only of those in the quoted passage; and of those only 
says that they were not found in the I\1S. of his \vork. But 
1\lr. Renouf supposed that the errors were those in question. 
1\loreover, he asserts that "Gilbert Caine out of the inquiry 
triumphantly, and li\"ed and died with all the honours of his 
episcopal rank." H ow could Mr. Renouf be so ignorant of the 
condemnation of Gilbert's errors, of his submission, of his retracta- 
tion, and of the pardon received on account of his docility, as to 
venture so bold an assertion? The true triumph of Gilbert was 
his Christian submission and his humble retractation. Thirdly, 
he continues-" The Roman Cardinals sided with hiIn on this 
occasion; they were indignant with the French Bishops, and 
loudly cOlnplained to the Pope." 'Vhoeyer has read our text will 
be surprised at this great blunder of Mr. Renouf in an historical 
narrative, of which he could not be ignorant had he Silllply read 
the chapter of Otho Frisingensis which he quotes at the foot of 
page. 
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the divine suprenlacy intrusted to the Successor of 
St. Peter. He loudly proc1ainled that "the Roman 
Church alone, because of its being founded upon the 
Rock and consolidated by it, had ahvays been unshaken, 
and by no sophistical argull1ent of heretics had ever 
been carried a\vay fron1 the purity of that faith \vhich 
Simon Barjona had professed; because it had ahvays 
been shielded by the \visdon1 of God, through the grace 
of our Lord. . . . .L\nd therefore the Lord kno\ving that 
. . the Roman Church \vhich He had founded upon the 
Rock \vould never be \veakened in the faith, said to 
Peter: 'I have prayed for thee, Peter, that thy faith fail 
not; and thou, \vhen thou art converted, confirn1 thy 
brethren.' As if He had openly said: 'Thou \vho hast 
received this grace, that \vhile those are ship\vrecked in 
faith, thou reIl1ainest ahvays in faith immoveable and 
constant, confirm and correct thenl that ,,"aver; and as 
the Provider, and Doctor, and Father, and Master, have 
care and solicitude for all.' "818 Nothing can speak n10re 
plainly in favour of Papal Infallibility; especially 
considering that this language \vas uttered a century 
before St. Thomas; that it \vas addressed to Greek 
schismatics, and represented the nlind' of the Catholic 
Church of that tinle. S H> 
But \ve should never nlake an end \vere \ve to 
gather all the testinlonies in favour of Papal Infalli- 
bility \\'hich the t\velfth and thirteenth centuries afford. 
'Ve \vill content ourselves \vith a glance at those 
General Councils \vhich preceded the Assembly of 
Constance. In the Fourth Lateran Council (1215), Pope 
Innocent III. displayed all the nlajesty of a Pope in the 


BI8 ' AII':'IY..Sí,I.LflJOV, 1. iii., cap. Y. (In D'Achery's Sþicilegium, t. i" 
p. 194. Paris, 1723). 
819 See other passages of this work referred to in the admirablc 
Pastoral of Archbishop l\Tanning on the Ecmuenical Council and 
the Infallibility of the Pope, p. 60. 
V 
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full exercise of his infallible 11Ia<-![istcrÙt11l. It is he \vho 
decrees, \vho legislates, \vho conden1ns, and \\'ho defines 
the dogma to be believed by the Church: the Synod 
adheres to his decision, but it adheres as a judge \vith 
full kno\vledge of the cause. Therefore the formula, 
Sacro apþroballte COllcilio, \"as enlployed in that Council, 
and \vas retained in the ecclesiastical jurisprudence of 
the age, in order to sho\\" clearly "'hat is the true 
nature of an Eculuenical Counci1. 8 : w The Council 
approves the decisions of the Pope, and it cannot fail to 
do so, because it represents the body of the Church 
united \\rith its Supreme Head; and to resist his 
supreme authority \vould be to detach itself fronl it; 
\vhich is against the divine promises concerning the 
indefectibility of God's Church. Nevertheless, as \ve 
have said, the Synod nlust inquire into the doctrines 
proposed for definition, because divine tradition \\'as left 
\vith the Church, and is to be Inanifested by the voice of 
the Bishops, \\'ho bear an inlperishable \\'itness to it. In 
the nleantinle, no one of the Bishops in the Apostolic 
succession could attribute to himself the character of the 
:\Iaster and Doctor of the Universal Church, because no 
one has po\\rer over the \vhole flock of Christ, nor is 
infallible in his utterances. That prerogati\-e belongs 
only to the Ron1an Apostolic Sec. Therefore in the 
Fourth Lateran Council, it ,,"as repeateàly ascribed to 
this,S21 Nay, Pope Innocent pointedly sho\ved that this 
\\'as the univêrsal persuasion not only of the Catholics, 
but even of those \\"ho had deviated from the path of 
truth, and \vere on the verge of heresy. lIe infornled 
the Council and the U ni\-ersal Church, that Joachim 




20 Cone. Lat. iv., cap. ii. (Labbe, t. xiii., p. 93 I); cap. viii. 
(1. c.. p. 94 2 ). 
f.
l The Rmnan Church is called (. Disponente DOlnino J\Iater 
universormn Christi fideliuln et Inagistra" (Cone. Lat, iy., cap. ii. 
Labbe, t. xiii., p. 934; cap. iy., 1. c., p. 93 8 ). 
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(\vhose errors he condenuled in the Synod) "onlnia 
scripta sua nobis assignari mandavit. 1 \postolicæ Sedis 
judicio approbanda, scu etiam corrigcnda dictans epis- 
tolanl, cui propriå nlanu subscripsit, in qua firn1itcr 
confitetur sc illanl fidcIll tencrc quan1 H..omana tcnet 
l
cclesia, quæ cunctorum fidelium, disponcnte Domino, 
::\Iatcr est et 
Iagistra." 822 J oachinl, then, professed "'hat 
the U ni\.ersal Church ackno".ledged in the forn1l1la put 
forth by Horn1isdas, and used by othcr Popes: that the 
test of orthodoxy \vas to hold the faith of the Roman 
Chair, because in that Sec resides the authentic 1/1agzs- 
tcrÙtJll of the Church, This is a profession of Papal 
Infallibility. 
\Vc pass over the First Council of Lyons (1245) held 
by Pope Innocent IV.; the principal object of \vhich 
"'as the solell1n and definitive deposition of t
e Emperor 
Frederick II. But the Second of Lyons (1274) calls for 
special attcntion, since the Sttprenle and infallible autho- 
rity of the I)opc appears in it in a very remarkable 
lTIanner. This Sccond Council of Lyons ,vas assembled 
by Pope Gregory X. for the purpose of setting on foot a 
ne\v Crusadc, and of effecting a union of the Greek ,,"ith 
the Latin Church. Urban IV. and Clement IV., prede- 
cessors of Grcgory X., had sent thcir aprocrisiaries to 
:\Iichael Paleologus, Enlperor of Constantinople, to 
pcrsuade hinl to conle to tern1S of union \yith the 
I<.onlan Sce. Thcy promised hinl the convocation of an 
Ecun1enical Council for the reunion of the Grcek 
Church; but not before the Enlpcror and the Greck 
Clergy should ha,'c signed a profession of faith scnt to 
theIl1 by the Popc, and recognised the suprenlacy and 
full authority of the Holy Sec. Clen1ent 1\7. there- 
forc forwarded to the Enlperor a profession of faith, 
,vhich ""as intcnded to rcstorc the Greek schisIl1atic 
Church to the unity of faith, even before thc asscIubly of 
.. "0 C L ' . (1 ) 
-- onc. at. IV., cap. 1. . c. . 
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a General Synod. Rut Pope Clelnent did not survive to 
see the result of his nlessage to thc Greek Enlperor. 
Gregory X" his successor, having con\.cned the Second 
Ecunlcnical Council of Lyons, dispatched his Legates to 
Constantinople \vith a Letter for the Enlperor l\lichael, 
entreating him to sign the profession of faith dra\vn up 
by Clemcnt, and to take part in the Gencral Council, in 
order to effect the long-desired union. The Greek 
Enlperor \villingly accepted the Papal proposal. He 
subnlitted to the conditions, signing the profession of 
. faith, \vhich \vas read in the Second Synod of Lyons,S2
 
and sending his representatives to take part in the 
Council. 
No\v let us consider for a 1110nlent the purport and 
the character of the profession of faith \vhich \\'as sent 
by Clcnlent I\T. and by Gregory X. to the Emperor 
Michael. I t is beyond doubt that thc docunlent in 
question \vas franled by thc Popes \vithout any Ecu- 
nlcnical Council, and that it nloreover professed to 
convey exactly the doctrines of the Roman Church. s24 
Again, it is evident that Gregory, like his predecessor, 
denlanded of the Enlperor that the profession of faith 
should be accepted and signed, as a necessary prelimi- 
nary to the adlnission of the Eastern Clergy into the 
Council ;S
j nor \vas he allo\\red to sign it \vith any sort 
of reserve, nor even under the condition that it should 
be sanctioned by the Gcneral Council after a synodical 
exan1Ïnation and revision. Pope Gregory pointedry 
excluded this condition, on the ground that the 


823 Lilkræ JIichaelis Palæol{Jgi Imþ. ad GregorÙun Paþallt 
Y. 
(Labbe, t. xiv., p, 507, seq,). 
f-2-l Eþislo Grl'gorzï Paþæ .
Y. ad llIichaclelll Imþ. (Labbe, t. :>..iv., 
p. 486). "In iisde111 litteris veræ fidei Catholicæ professioneln 
quam eadcln ROlnana Ecclesia finniter tenet, fidel iter docet, con- 
stanter prædicat, et publice profiteturo" 
82,) Ibid. (1. Co, p. 486, seq.). 
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doctrines contained in the profession of faith rest on 
the \Vord of God and on the traditional teaching of 
the Iiathers, and that they had been defined by the 
1{on1an Pontiffs,ð2G Nor is this all. In the profession 
\vhich Clcnlent IV. and Gregory X. fonyarded to the 
J
ll1peror, several articles of faith arc contained ".hich 
no Ecumenical Council had ever e
pressly defined. 
Such are, the procession of the IIoly Ghost fron1 the 
Son, the doctrines concerning the Sacranìents and as 
to the state of the soul after dcath. 827 
o\v, the Pope 
ÏInposed on a \yhole Church and on four Patriarchates a 
profession of faith, containing articles not yet defined by 
any Ecumenical Council, on the eve of the assembly of 
the Bishops of the \\'orId, and he ordered that it should 
be signed and believed \vithout any reservc, and that 
it should not be on any account submitted to an 
]
cumenical Council. This cannot be understood if the 
Pope be not infallible in his dognlatical JllagisÜ'rÙt1Jl, 
and if the persuasion of his infallibility had not been 
conUl1on in that age in the \vhole Church. This is the 
1110re confinl1ed, because the fornlula of faith \vas read 
in full Session in the Second Council of Lyons; the 
Assenlbly \vas inforn1cd of the covenant concluded 
bchveen thc Pope and thc Greek En1peror, of the 
conditions inlposed on the latter, of the signatures 
appended to the Papal profession of faith, before the 
lTIeeting of tl
e Synod, and \\'ithout any reference 
\\"hatever to its authority. Nevertheless, no one of 
the asscIl1bled Fathers con1plained of the conduct of 

2(j "X on ad prædictæ (Professionis fidei) discussionem, vel 
novall1 definitionem fidei, quanl tanquanl innmneris sacræ paginæ 
auctoritatibus, nl11nerosis sanctonml Patnul1 sententiis et Romano- 
nun Pontificum stabili definitione fimlatam, nee ipse voluit, nee 
nos intendimus, sicut nee dccet, nee foret e)o.pediens, in dubium, 
novo ipsaIn e)o.ponendo exanlini, re\'ocare " (Epist. Greg. Papæ eit. 
1. c., p. 487). 
S2i Litteræ l\lichaclis Imp. cit. (1. c., p. 5 0 9). 
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the Ronlan Pontiff, no one nlade any exception, no one 
uttered the least rell1ark on the subject. \\That doubt, 
then, can be felt that the Fathers of Lyons ,vere 
convinced of the great dog-nla of Papal Infallibility? 
But, moreo"er, the doctrine of the full, uncontrolled, 
and irrefonl1able authority of the Pope in matters of 
faith and discipline \vas plainly statcd in this profession. 
It ackno\vledged in the Ronlan Pontiff a divine supre- 
nlacy H cum potestatis plenitudine," so that all the 
Churches are subject to his supreme judgnlent, and if 
controversies arise concerning the faith, they are to be 
settled by his decision. 8
ð K 0"", if causes of faith are 
necessarily to be settled by the judgnlent of the Pope, 
his judgnlent nlust be infallible and irrefortl1able; for, 
should a definition be pronounced by a General Council 
on a doctrinal contro,"crsy, it is null and void of effect 
until it rests on the rock of the final definition of the 
Ronlan Pontiff The decisions of the Synod of H..ilnini, 
of the Ephesine Latrocinium, etc., though sanctioned by 
the inlpcrial authority, fell to the ground, because they 
,verc rcjected by the Papal 11la..
istcrÙt1Il, Thus, again, 
\VC find that the superiority of t
e Council over the 
Pope, and the rcfonnability of the dognlatical definitions 
of the latter, are only dreanls of the older and the more 
modern Gallican Schools. N cvcrtheless, as ,,"e said in 
the seventh section, the case of a fornlal disagreenlcnt in 
a mattcr of faith bet,,"cen the ,yhole body of the Catholic 
Episcopate and thc Pope never ,yill occur, as ,,"e are 
assurcd by the pronlises l1l..lde by Christ to His Church. 
But to return to the thread of our subject. The 
Council of Lyons listened \vithout any mark of dissent 
to all the articlcs of the profession regarding the autho- 
rity of the Roman Pontiff, nor could they attribute to 
them a different meaning ",hen they had before their 
82
 "Si quæ de fide subortæ fuerint quæstiones, suo debent 
judicio definiri," etc. (Litteræ 11ichaelis Imp. cit., 1. c., p. 5 I::!). 



The Eighth to the 
'Ù:tccllth Coullcil 


..,,.,- 

-/ 


eyes the f<lct of the several doctrines, \vhich had ne\'Cr 
been sYllodically defined, pointed out in the profession 
as articles of faith on the strength of the Papal definition 
alone" Thus, again, the Council, by accepting the 
profession of faith of the ]
astern Church S
J \yithout 
any shade of opposition, confinns us in the persuasion 
that it ackno,,"ledged the full and infallible aUlhority 
of the H..onlan Pontift
 
Finally, the \-cry nlanner in \\"hich the Decrees of 
the Synod ,,"ere published, and espec!ally the first 
Constitution regarding the procession of the Holy 
Ghost, conveys again and a
ain the idea of the Papal 
Infallibility, The Constitutions arc said to be "a 
Gregorio Papa decinlo sancitæ in Concilio Lugdu- 
nensi,"830 l\Ioreover, in the first doglnatical Decree on 
the procession of the I-Ioly Ghost frol11 the Father and 
the Son, the Pope ùeclares that "hoc (dogma) professa 
est hactenus. prædicavit et docuit, hoc firmiter tenet, præ- 
dicat, profitetl1r et docet Sacrosancta Ronlana Ecclesia, 

Iater omniunl fideliuln et l\Iagistra,"831 That is to say, 
the Pontiff gives the reasons for \\"hich he defines the 
dogn1a, and the first is that it had always been held 
and professed by the Ronlan Church, \vhich is the 
suprenle Teacher and I\Iother of all the Faithful. Next 
conles the unanÏ1nous tradition of the Latin and Greek 
Church; then the Pope, of his o\\"n authority, condemns 
the contrary doctrine, "sacro approbante Concilio." The 
Synod lnerely appro\"es ,,"hat the Pope does in the 
exercise of his suprelne infallible authority. \Ve nlay 
call attention, in passing, to the very superficial 
treatnlent of the Council of Lyons by T\Igr. l\larct; 




.) The oaths of the Elnperor and of the Greek Clergy are to 
be found in the _\cts of the Second Council of Lyons (Labbe, 
t. >..i\"., pp. 513, 516). 
":--0 Labbe, t. xi\"., p. 5 10 . 
8!1 ibid., 1. c. 
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he failed to find in it anything \yhich could be made 
to serve the purpose of supporting the proposition \vhich 
he had undertaken to prove. 832 
Let us no\v give a glance at the Council of Vienne, 
\\"hich is the Fifteenth :Ecumenical Synod. It \vas 
convoked by Clenlent V. in 131 I, at the request of 
Philip the I-iair, I(ing of France, and for the cause of 
the Knights Templars, The Bull of Convocation, 
\\'hich Bossuet abstains fronl mentioning,b33 and the 
principal part of \vhich l\lgr. :!\Iaret supprcsses,8J4 bears 
clear testimony to the doctrine of Papal Infallibility, 
\vhich \vas in that age universally ackno\vledged in 
the Church. The Pope, after having, like his prede- 
cessors, Innocent III. and Gregory X., asserted that 
the Ronlan Church is, by disposition of God, Mother 
of all the Faithful, IIead of all other Churches, and 
Universal l'eacher, goes on to say that "froin it, 
as from a prinlitive source, the streams of the same 
faith fio\v into all the other Churches, for \vhose 
governrnent the n1ercy of Christ has appointed the 
Ron1an Pontiff to be IIis l\linister and to hold His 
place on earth; that all those ,,"ho have been regenerated 
by the baptisn1al font Inay, [raIn the \vords of the 
Pontiff, receive and preserve the doctrine of the evan- 
gelical truth, so that those \vho continue to the end of 
their life under the guidance of that doctrine may be 
saved, and those \vho deviate from it be condemned."83:> 
Thus, according to Clen1ent V" (I.) the original fountain 
of the Catholic doctrine is the Apostolic See; (2.) the 
person from \vhose lips all the Faithful nlust receive that 


832 Dll COllcile Gål/ral, 1. iii., ch. ii., n. iii., seq., t. i., p. 362, scq. 
833 D " /", . D l C ' l ' G II . . 1 .. .. . . . 
lJ CJlSLO ec . tcn a., pt. 11" . XlI., cap. XXXVlll" t. 11" 
p. :2 1 I, seq. 
834 DIt COllcile Gåléral, t. iii., ch, iii., n. i., t. i., p. 37 I. 
835 Eþis!. CleJlleJl!Ù V: þro COJlcilio VÙJl71èJlsi (Labbe, t. xv., 
p. 19). 
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doctrine is the Ron1an Pontiff; (3,) those \"ho adhere 
to his teaching, and whose lives are in accord \\Tith it, 
shall be saved, all others condemned. In these three 
propositions of Clel11ent V. is contained the full doctrine 
of Papal Infallibility. 
The condemnation of the l'enlplars pronounced by 
the Council of Vienne does not concern our argunlent, 
and \ye \yillingly pass over it. \Ve \yill say only a \yord 
on the dogll1atical Decrees ,,'hich \vere published in the 
Synod. They "yerc certainly promulgated by the Pope 
hinlself, as possessing the plenitude of authority in the 
Church. Observe the expressions used by him in the 
beginning of his Constitution-Dc SUlIl1lla Trillitate ct 
de Fide Catllo/ica. " \Ve then, bearing in mind so 
illustrious testimony of the Scripture, and the conlmon 
opinion of the holy Fathers and Doctors, and directing 
to thenl our Apostolical authority, to \yhich alone 
(dltlltaxat) it belongs to declare these things, declarc, 
Sacro approballtc COJ/ci/io, etc."S36 The Pontiff, in the 
presence of the Ecu111enical Council, openly asserted 
that it belongs only to the Apostolical See to declare 
the doctrines of faith, and the Council raised no 
objection to any part of his Constitution, but they 
approved it in its \vhole and in all its parts. They 
therefore ackno\vledged the superiority and the irre- 
formability of thc judglnents of the Roman Pontiffs. 
Bossuet, in order to ,,"eaken thc force of this passage, 
gives to the \vord duntaxa! the meaning of ",,-ithout."s37 
Other\\"ise, he says, it ,,"ould entirely c:\..clude the 
authority of the Council, \"ith \"hose approbation the 


836 COllStitUtiOllt.'s C!t.'JJlt.'1ttis v., 1. i., tit. i" cap. i. (In Corþore 
Juris, t. ii., p. 35 I. Parisiis, 1695). 'L.Ad quam (Apostolican1 
considerationem) duntaxat hæc declarare pertinet:' 
83ï .. Hanc igitur auctoritatelu nobis objicient, CUln clarun1 sit 
illud, duntaxat, intelligi, hæc sine sede Apostolica tractari non 
posse" (1. c,. p. 
 I::!). 
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Decrees are defined. l\Igr. l\Iaret says l1Iore or less 
the sanle, but he concludes -" Disons done que la 
pénétratiol1 de l'exanlen apostolique, qui seule doit 
décider les questions de foi, n'exclut pas Ie concour5 
de l'Episcopat."b3
 l\Igr. l\iaret Inay be assured that no 
theologian, \\'hilc defending the Infallibility of the 
Popc, excludes the concurrence of the Episcopal body, 
according to \vhat \ve have said in the seve
th section 
of this book. But it is one thing that Papal definitions 
do not exclude the concurrence of the Episcopal body, 
and anothcr thing that the Pope, \vhen defining, requires 
this as a necessary condition for the exercise of his 
infallible authority. Again, the Episcopal body can do 
nothing but concur, giving its consent to the doctrinal 
Acts of the Papal 1IlagisterÏlt1Jl" but the Papal 1llagiste- 
rÙllll is in no need of the Episcopate before its utterances, 
that they ilIay bc infallible. The Pope calls upon the body 
of the Bishops in Ecumenical Councils for the reasons 
explained in the se\'enth scction; but he has ah,'ays the 
right to define infallibly the doctrine in question, even 
before any 4Episcopal assenlbly has been held, \\"hich in 
such cases is called only to sho,,' the l110re unnIistak- 
ably the unity and infallibility of the ,,,hole body of the 
Church in its dogmatic teaching, 
Before turning our attcntion to another subject, 
,ve 111uSt Inake a remark on "That l\lgr, IVlaret asserts 
regarding the Council of Vienne, "Le Concile de 
Vienne," he says, "donna son consenteluent à la 
révocation de la fameuse Bulle Clericis laicos, publiée 
par Boniface VIII. en 1296; et, dans cette circonstance 
encore, il fit acte de participation à la souveraineté."83
 
The reader \vill be surprised to hear that the Consti- 
tution lIIerltit \yas published by Clement V. in 1306,84.0 


838 Dll Co1tcilt: Gàtt!ral, 1. iii., ch. iii., n, iv., t. i" p. 375. 
839 Ibid., n. iii., p. 373. 
8-l0 Raynaldus, AJlJlales Eccl., an. 1306, n. I, t. xv., p. 8. Coloniæ. 
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that is to say, five ycars before the convocation of the 
Council of Vienne. The Bull is inserted in the Corpus 
Juris under that year,b-U and no one, that "'C kno\\", has 
ever thought that it ""as framed in the Council of 
Vicnne. l\Igr. 
Iaret seenlS to have forgotten an 
inlportant point of the history of his o\\"n country, 
anxious as he ,vas to prove that the Synod of Vienne 
"fit acte de participation à la souveraineté." But of 
this Synod enough. 
N" O\V not only Catholic, but Protestant "Titers also 
have renlarked that in this agc thc doctrine of Papal 
Infallibility \vas lll0re developed, and began to take its 
proper shape. Even Gieseler noticed this historical 
fact.s4
 So that it is a nlatter of ,vonder to hear in 
our day that the doctrine of Papal Infallibility is an 
offspring of the theology of the sixteenth century, or, 
much \vorse, that it is an invention of our o\\"n age. 
Nevertheless, as it has chanced ,vith other Catholic 
doctrines, so it has been in the case of Papal Infallibility 
for many centuries; it ,vas retained in the Church as a 
traditional doctrine, handed dO"'!l by the authentic 
11lagisltTÙI11l and the living voice of the Episcopate, but 
still it did not appear froin the very beginning in the full 
developnlcnt of its natural form, detached from other 
dognlas, ,vith ,,'hich it is intinlately connected, and in 
\vhich it ,vas involved, The fundamental doctrine of 
the supreme authority of the Pope in the Church, 
contained and iinplied for several centuries that of 
Papal Infallibility. In the Ineantinle, the constant use- 


SU Extravag. Comlll., 1. i., tit. vii., n
 Pri"i1ikgiis, cap. ii. (In 
Corþon: Juris, t. ii,. p. -1-:2 I). l\lgr. :\laret puts it in L i\"" tit. xvii., 
cap. i. of the Clt:11lt:Jltillt'S. The fourth book of the Clelllell/llles 
has only one title and one chapter, nor does it contain anything OIL 
the subject. 

"2 Ecclesiastical Histor)', di\". iii" ch. ii., sec. 6r, t. iii., p. r6-1-., 
Edinburgh, 1853. 
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and practice of the Church, as ,ve have seen, revealcd 
its particular features so far as to sho,v that the supreme 
authority of the Pope 'vas not simply a jurisdictional 
po,ver over the ,vhole Church; but that, moreover, this 
inlplies a prerogative, by ".hich it is superior to any 
assenlbly of Bishops, and irrefornlable in all its decisions. 
Papal Infallibility in dogmatical Decrees ,,'as living for 
centuries in this practical principle, but it had not yct 
received distinct expression and scientific fornl. It 
required developnlent; but development ,vas to be the 
fruit of the progressive action of the life of the Church, 
and the long ,york of centuries. 
In the age of Gregory VI!., as "'e have seen, the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility began to appear in a nlore 
definite fornl, though its substance ,vas identical ,vith 
that \vhich had ahvays been held and practised in the 
Church from the beginning. But those ,\.ho d".cll only 
on the surface of historical events, and do not go far 
into the investigation of their true bearing, "'ere easily 
led to attribute to Pope Hildebrand the authorship of 
the doctrine; they denied its existence before or even 
il11mediately aftcr the separation of the Greek from the 
Latin Church; they ascribed to the inlposture of the 
False Decretals, and to other forgeries, as ,vell as to the 
extensive po\ver and ambition of the Popes, the success 
of that idea, "rhich seemed to them to be involved in the 
boundless po,ver and almost divine attributes attributed, 
as they say, to the Papacy. The notorious ,,'ork of 
cc Janus," ,vith thc endle
s s\varm of pamphlets and 
articles of Gallicans, Protestants, and infidels, directed 
against Papal Infallibility, rest entirely on this ,vrong 
principle, and all betray a conlplcte ignorance of eccle- 
siastical history and of the .progressive development of 
the traditional doctrine on the subject. A rigorous 
historical exposition and critical exanlina tion of the 
. facts ,vas sufficient to overthro,v that policy of Im- 
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posture and calunlny ,,"hich, in our day, are so much 
extolled by the enemies of the Papacy and of the 
Church. \Ve have considered the prerogative of Papal 
Infallibility as being di\-ine in its origin, and as in its 
action ah\'ays connected ,,'ith the full exercise of Papal 
supremacy in matters of doctrine; ,,'e have ,vatched its 
development, as it gre"r and assumed forms more 
explicit and theoretical, and as it ,vas moulded into 
more precise and definite language. Inlposture and 
forgcry had no share in its progress; the False 
Decretals contributed nothing to its progress, much 
less to its success ;843 and the civil po\\'cr of the Popcs, 
,vhilst adding ne\v majcsty to the institution of the 
Papacy, did not give any support to thc prerogative .. 
of Infallibility, nor even did it promote the propagation 
of this doctrinc in the Church. 
Nevertheless, among the external causes "rhich led 
to the logical developnlent of the doctrine of Papal 
Infallibility, ,,"e nlust reckon the study and progress 
of theological sciencc. From the eleventh century 
onward, the taste for a logical treatnlent of theology 
spread on cvery side \vith great rapidity. Although 
that Incthod \\Tas to Abelard and nlany others an 
occasion of crror, yet, ,,,hen kept \\'ithin due bounds, 
and follo\\'cd out under the guidance of Scripture and 
Tradition, it proved a help to thc progress of theolo- 
gical science, and ,,'as useful for giving development to 
rcvealcd doctrines. St. Augustine had follo\vcd this 
DIcthod long before the age of the Scholastics, and on 
this account they regardcd hiIl1 as the great source of 
thcir philosophy as ,,'ell as of thcir theology. St. 
Anselnl, the first of the Schoolmcll, and foundcr of the 
nIcthodical DI0dc of teaching, ,vas ahvays a great 
8-13 See what we wrote on the true effects of the Pseudo- 
Decretals in our pamphlet. The Faþmy and Schism, nn. iii., i\-., 
pp. I4-3:!, 
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admirer and a faithful follo,ver of St. Augustine. The 
sanle is true of the Angel of the Schools, St. Thomas, 
and of his follo,vers. N o,v the methodical teaching of 
the theology in the Schools much contributed in 
the thirteenth and fourteenth century to advance the 
scientific developlnent of the doctrine of Papal Infalli- 
bility, and to give it deeper root in the minds of the 
Faithful. I t is undeniable that for t\\'0 centuries 
speculati\7e theology, intently studied by the most 
penetrating Ininds, not only found no fla\v in that 
doctrine, but gave it full support, and dClnonstrated it 
as a logical, undeniable result of the revelation of God. 
St. Anselm, Archbishop of Canterbury, in his letter 
1. 0 Pope Urban 11., ,vhen subnIitting to the Apostolical 
authority his book, De Fide Trill ita tis, points out the 
rcason of his determination. He says that Divine 
J>rovidence had intrusted the Pope ,,-ith the office of 
preserving the Christian faith and Efe, and of ruling 
the Church. Fronl this office of the Pontiff he logically 
deduces the consequence that it is to the Pope, rather 
than to any other, that report should be Inade of any 
error ,yhich may arise in the Church, that he by his 
authority nlay heal the evil; and that it is to the Pope 
that a ,vriting should be presented in '\Thich these errors 
are refuted, in order that he, by his prudence, nIay 
examine the ,vork. And he concludes, that upon these 
grounds he had resolved to send to His Holiness his 
book against Roscelin, that it might be corrected by 
hinl in \\'hat it had fal]en a,,'ay fronl truth, and that it 
might receive support from his authority in ,,'hat it ,vas 
in accord ,vith the rule of the faith. 844 This language of 
the founder of Scholastic Theology makes manifest his 
persuasion of the Infallibility of the Pope, but at the 
sanIe tit11e it sho\\'s ho,v the saintly Schoolman derived 
SH Eþistola ad UI ballltJll Paþalll (Gp., t. i., p. ::!6r. i\Iigne, 
P P. LL" t. clviii.). 
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the pri\"ilege of Papal Infallibility from the l\Iinistry 
di,'inely cOlunlitted to the Pope. In other ,vords, St. 
Anselnl' s reasoning is as follo\vs- Tha t person has the 
po,ver of condenlning errors and confinuing ,vith his 
authority the doctrines of the faith, to \,'hom the 
custody of the faith has been intrusted; but it has been 
intrusted to the Pope: thercfore the Pope has the right 
of condcnlning errors and sanctioning dogmatic truths. 
By this he justifies his con..duct in presenting to the 
Pope his refutation on the ne\v errors against the Holy 
'Trinity. Froln the very same principles he argues 
clse\\'here that, to rcsist the Apostolical Decrees in 
support of the Christian faith is equivalent to resisting 
the decisions of Christ, and consequently to be excluded 
from the I'-'.ingdonl, the keys of \yhich \\'ere intrusted 
to Peter and his Successors. s .!.') The doctrine of Papal 
Infallibility is here again justified fronl the principles of 
Church Constitution. St. Bernard, \yhile engaged in 
opposing such dialectic theology as goes astray frol11 
the path of the Scripture and of the Fathers, logically 
derived fronl Biblical and traditional principles the 
theory of Papal Infallibility; and this still more 
pointedly and openly than St. .L \nselnl hinlsel( But 
\ye have already quoted his \\'ords in the present 
section. 
...-\lthough in the thirteenth century the scholastic 
theology becalne Inore decidedly fond of Aristotelic 
philosophy, and regarded .t\ristotle as a sure guide in all 
branches of scicnce on \vhich philosophy is grounded, 
yet the principal Schoolnlcn never forgot that the great 
Catholic truths must be deri,'ed froln Scripture and 
tradition. Fronl that fountain tIle Blessed Albert 
dre\v his teaching upon Papal Infallibility, as \ve see 
fron1 the use he luakes of the passage in the t\\'enty- 
second chapter of St. Luke and fronl the sixteenth of 
8-1:; Eþis!. Ixv. (Op., t. ii., p. 103. Edit, cit,). 
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St. I\latthc,,", in his conlmentaries on the Scriptures. 
"This argument" (fronl Luke xxii. 3 I), he says, "is 
very manifest in favour of the See of St. Peter and his 
Successor, that his faith shall never fail till the end of 
the ,vorld." 
4û And on the ,vords of St. l\latthe\v 
(xvi. 19), he renlarks that one alone received the keys of 
Heaven ill plcllitlldillc potestatis, and this one \vas Peter, 
\vith the Successors in his po\ver; but the others have 
received these gifts only ill lartcJlt po testa tis. 847 By these 
last ,,"ords Albert states the very doctrine ,vhich is at 
present called Ultranlontane; in the preceding passage 
he had expressed the character of the authority in 
matters of faith possessed by the I{,onlan Pontiff: that 
is to say, it '\'as such as not to be liable to any Inistake 
or error \vhatever. 
But far better did the greatest pupil of Albert, 
St. Thomas Aquinas, explain and logically develop the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility. He states that the 
synlbol of faith against ne\vly-rising errors cannot be 
dra\\-n up except by hilll ,vho has the authority of 
ultinlately determining the doctrines of faith, ,vhich 
should be held by all ,vith imtnoveable belief. But he 
remarks that this authority belongs to the Roman 
Pontiff. He proves that the Pope has this authority 
fronl t\vo principal reasons: first, according to the 
ecclesiastical tradition, causes of greater Ï1nportance and 
difficulty are referred to him; secondly, the promise 
made by Christ to Peter (Luke xxii. 32), that his faith 
should never fail, but that he should confirm his brethren. 
He gocs further into the matter, and he inquires into the 
reason ,vhy Christ made this pronlise to Peter, and in 
hinl to his Successors: he finds it in that dogmatical 
principle, that the faith of the ,vhole Church should be 
one. Now', continues he, this cannot be secured unless 
Rt6 COllllll. ill LllCalll. xxii. 32 (Op., t. x., p. 326. Lugduni, 165 I). 
S!7 COllllll. ill j,1fátt. xvi. 19 (Op., t. xix., p. 308. Lugduni, 165 I). 
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questions of faith, as they ari:5e, arc determined by him 
who presides over the ,\"hole Church: so that his 
decision rèccive the finn adherence of the Universal 
Church. He then again concludes that it belongs to the 
!{onlan Pontiff to publish every ne\\' fornl of sYlnbol.M
 
In this manner St. Thomas points out the intimate 
connection between the doctrine of the unity of the 
Church and that of Papal Infallibility. 
Ioreover, the 
'Ìame holy Doctor, cOlnnlenting on the \vords of St. 
:.\Iatthe\\P (xvi. I R), renlarks that this is the reason for 
which, ,vhile in other parts of the Catholic world the 
doctrine of Christ is n1Íxed ,\-ith luany errors, the 
Church of Peter is fresh in faith, and is kept free fronl 
error. r\nd no \vonder, he adds, because the Lord said 
to Peter. "I have prayed for thee, Peter, that thy faith 
fail not."MO l"hllS, the r\ngelic Doctor proves the sanlC 
consequence from 
ach of these Ì\\"O passages of the 
Gospel; and he rests the doctrine of Papal Infallibility 
on 1\\'0 dogtnatical principles-on the perfect unity of 
faith in the Church, and on its inlnlovcable or indefec- 
tible character. .A,gclin, the holy Doctor points out in his 
logical conclusion.. that the 1\vo doctrines of Church 
Indefectibility and of })apal Infallibility are nlost closely 
connected: and therefore he openly declares that ,vho- 
ever should oppose \vith pertinacity a dognlatical 
definition of the Pope, should be held as a heretic. 
jO 
Kno\ving this, ,ve luay listen to \vhat "Janus" says on 
the doctrine of St. ThoI11as. " it \vas," he says, "on the 
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, q. i., art. 
., in corpore. 
:--19 Opusc. \iì_, lit .S'y/llb(J!/I/1/ ",lþosto!OY///J/. art. i:-... (Op., 1. },.vi" 
p. 148. Parmæ, 1865). 

.)O .. Si quìs tali ordinationi (ordinatæ auetoritate universal is 
Eeclcsiæ) pertinaciter repugnaret, hærcticus cen')erctur. Quæ 
lluide111 ductoritds principaliter residet in summo Pontifiec . . . 
contra eujus duetoritatcln nee IIieronYlnus, nee Augustinus, nec 
a]iquiC) saerorum Doctonml suam scntentia111 dl'fcndit"' (I n ,""'fllll. '. 
2, 2, q. :\.i., art. :? ad 3). 
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basis of fabrications invented by a l\ilonk (?) of his o\vn 
Order, including a Canon of Chalcedon giving all the 
Bishops an unlimited right of appeal to the Pope, and 
on the forgeries found in Gratian, that St. Thomas built 
up his Papal systenl, ,,"ith its t\vo leading principles, that 
the Popc is the first infallible tcacher of the ,vorld, and 
the absolute ruler of the Church. The spurious Cyril of 
Alexandria is his favourite author on this subject, and 
he constantly quotes hinl." 851 This extract is nothing 
else than a tissue of falsehoods and calulllnies. \Ve have 
seen ,vhat ,vere the authorities on ,,,hich S1. Thomas 
built up his doctrinc on Papal Infallibility. 1'hey \vere 
nothing but the t\\"O Biblical testinlonies, containing the 
proillises of Christ our Lord to Peter and his Successors. 
No". \ve ,vill add that in the three places just cited, in 
,vhich S1. Thonlas explains and scientifically develop
 
the dogma of Papal Infallibility, he does not nlake the 
slightest mention either of all)' fabricatiolls of a llEOllk (?) 
of his Order, or of thc spurious Canon of Chalcedon, or 
of the forgeries of Gratian, or of the apocryphal St. 
Cyril. It is then an in1pudent falsehood that the holy 
Doctor quotes thc last-nanled ,,"ork constantly on the 
subject, the truth being that he never quotes it at all in 
the pÌaces cited, where he speaks of Papal Infallibility. 
In 2, 2, q. I I, a. 10, he does once quote fron1 Gratian the 
authcntic ,vords of Innocent 1. in his Epistlc to the 
Council of l\Iilevis. Such is the impostor" Janus," \vho 
receives fronl the enemies of the Church such loud 
conlmendations, as being the deepest, nlost honest, and 
learned theologian of our age. Such hollo\v flattery 
nlay \\"cll be treated ,,"ith conten1pt. 
Again. The Franciscan, St. Bonaycnture-called the 
Seraphic Doctor-\vas the glory of his Order, by his 
learning and his \\Titings. I Ie, no less than St. Thonlas, 
8'>1 TllC POþl' alld Ihe Coullcil, ch. iii., sec. 18, p. 
67. Ridngton, 
London. 
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spoke of the suprcnIe infallible authority of the Pope; 
and endeavoured to propagate the sanIe bclief through- 
out the \vorld. "If," he says, U in the time of the 
figurative IJriest, it ,vas sin to oppose the decision of the 
Pontiff, much more in the tinIC of all revealed truth 
and grace, \vhen it is kno\vn that the plenitude of power 
is given to the Vicar of Christ, is it sin, and in no \\'ay to 
be tolerated, to dogmatise in faith and morals contrary to 
his definitions, by approving \vhat he reproves, building 
up again \vhat he destroys, and defending \vhat he 
condemns." 8[,2 The Seraphic Doctor then maintains that 
the Pope possesses .the plenitude of authority; he is 
therefore superior to the Council, and his doctrinal 
definitions are irrefonl1able and infallible. Moreover, he 
says that it is a sin to resist his àefinitions, much 1110re 
than in the Old Covenant it \yas sin to oppose the 
decisions of the High Priest. Consequently, St. Bona- 
venture taught the Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff: 
not only \vhen he expressly stated that the plenitude 
of authority ,vas given to him, but principally ,vhen he 
declared it to be a sin not to submit interiorly to his 
decisions; \vhich obligation cannot be understood unless 
the Pope is infallible in his utterances. The remainder 
of the Scholastic Theologians do\\'n to the Council of 
Constance, \vere on this subject of one mind, following 
in the steps of St. Thomas and St. Bonaventure: so 
that \ve have no need to prolong this section by 
producing extracts from their \vorks. S53 The persuasion 
of the doctrine of Papal Infallibility had gro\vn in the 
fourteenth century to such an extent, and had become 


b:;2 E
;;þosili() ill Reg. ÞP. JfiJl., E'xþ. Conf. Regulæ (Op., t. vii., 
p. 308. Lugduni, 1668); Aþologia Pauþerll1Jl Resþ, , cap, i. (1. c., 
p. 3 82 ). 
8:;3 :\Ianyextracts of other Scholastics may be found in Boui>... 
lJe Paþa, t. i" prop. hri., p. 4;, scq., and in Traité sltr l'Aulorité 
rt l'lnþlillibilit/ dt's Paþej', ch. xii" p. 324-, seq. Luxembourg, 1724. 
\\' 2 
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so universal, that '\'C can openly assert that no one 
attempted to reject it. ..t\nd thus the French Clergy in 
a body, and the U ni,'ersity of Paris, in ,vhich the most 
learned n1cn of that age held Chairs, on many an 
occasion during the fourteenth century bore public and 
solemn \vitness to the doctrine. In an address of the 
French Bishops to Cielnent IV., ,vhen Philip the Fair 
con1pelled that Pope to declare Boniface VIII. to have 
been a heretic, '\"e read the follo\ving ,,'ords: "It is no 
question here of the heresy of a Pope. For as Pope he 
(Boniface) could not be heretical, but only as a private 
person: for ncver '\"as any Pope a heretic as Pope."854 
:Yloreover. in 13:4, Stephen, Bishop of Paris, ,vith the 
greatest and the best part of the Professors and Doctors 
in Theology, confessed that to the Pope, the Vicar of 
Christ, as to the universal rule of Catholic truth, it 
belongs to approve doctrines, to resolve doubts, to deter- 
111ine ,,,hat is to be believed, and to reject errors. K,5 But 
to\vards the end of that century, the ,\-hole University, 
through Petcr d' Ailly, in a dcclaration of faith pre- 
sented to the supposed legitin1ate Pope Clen1ent VI!.. 
professed the doctrine of Papal Infallibility as an article 
of C:ttholic faith. "Of this See," they say, "in the 
person of Peter, the.. \postle, ,vhose See it is, it "ras said, 
.' Petcr, I have prayed for thee that thy faith fail not.'" 
I t is then to this See that the detern1ination of faith, 
and the approbation of Catholic truth, and the condem- 
nation of heretical îtnpiety, above all, belong. s36 
l\fter these evidences, ho\v can anyone entertain a 
doubt that the French Church, fro1l1 the very beginning 
up to the Council of Constance, ahvays professed as 



:;4 J-li.'ìt dll I)iJ1er., pp. 399 and ..p 3. I n 
I uzzarelli, II buon uso 
della Logira, t. i" Opuscolo iii.. p. 192, scq. Firenzc, 1821. 
s:;:> In D'Argcntré. ColI. Jltdicioruuz. t. i" p. 222. Paris, 1728. 
:-.>G Penes Sfonclrati, Gallfa VilldÙ:ala, dïss. i,-., sec. ii., p. 776 
Edit, S. Gal1i, 1702). and Pctit Didier. Ope cit.. 1. c., p. 339. 
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a dogll1a of faith the doctrine of Papal Infallibility? 
Even if any doubt could bc still held on this subject, it 
ought ccrtainly to bc dispclled by the testilnony of 
G'crson himself. lIe exprcssly asserted that beforc the 
cclebration of the Council of Constancc thc doctrinc of 
the Infallibility of the Pope, and of his supcriority to the 
Synod, \vas so univcrsally nlaintained, that thosc ,,-ho 
upheld the contrary ,,-crc suspccted of hcresy, or \\'crc 
considcred guilty of it,85; Xow if it be truc-as it is- 
that the persuasion of Papal Infallibility ,,-as universal 
in the Church in thc fifteentli century. not only among 
layn1cn, but also among the CI
rgy. and if it \\'as 
proclail11ed by the U ni\-crsities, by the Episcop
tc, and 
by the Popes thCll1sch-cs, \\-ithout any contradiction or 
any protest \\'hatcvcr, ho\v can it bt: said that it \vas not 
an article of Catholic faith? If it \\'as an error, then the 
U nivcrsal Church ,,-as in error in the fourteenth century: 
but to say this \\'ould destroy the infallibility of the 
Universal Church. Consequently, either \\"C nlust adluit 
the dogma of Papal Infallibility, or \\'C are forced to 
renounce our bclicf in the infallibility Qf thc Church, 
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PAPAL INF_\LLIBILITY AT THE TIl\1E OF THE COUNCILS 
OF CONSTANCE AX}) FLOREXCE. (;ALLTCANISM. 


THE great schisnl of the \Vest, and the t\VO Councils 
of Constance and Basle, may be regarded as the inl- 
Inediate cause of the erroneous opinion \vhich exists, 
denying the Infallibility of the Pope and his superiority 
over General Councils. \Ve kno\,r \vell that since the 
thirteenth century, Pagan nlaxinls opposed to ecclesi- 
astical independence had bcgun to spread all over 
l
uropc; Cæsarism and Ghibellinism, \vith thcir schis- 
nlatical principles, \vere every\vhere effectually propa- 
gated by the ne\\. jurisprudence and its 
upporters. 
The first effect of these nlaxims \vas to overthro\v thc 
idea of the civÍl preponderance of the Church and of 
the Popes, and to dispose the people to curtail or 
totally to reject their spiritual authority, upon false 
pretexts of liberty, independence, and nationality. The 
\Vestern schism contributed in t\VO ""ays to the propa- 
gation of these fatal principles: first by letting the 
majesty of the Roman Pontiff fall into contempt; and 
secondly, by depriving the nations of the protection of 
his influence, constantly directed to checking the ne\v 
and dangerous systenl of licentious freedoITI which \vas 
spreading far and \vide. The desire of putting an end 
to the long and ruinous schism unfortunately gave rise 
to t\VO distinct factions, \vhich, though differing in their 
systematical views, still agreed in the principle of 
putting some restraint on the Supreme Ruler of the 
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Church, and of linliting his' 
luthority. Of the t\\'O 
factions, that ,vhich \vas the lnore nloderate, although no 
less hostile to thc Papacy than the other, ,vas the party 
\vhich, rcpresented and hCc:lded by Gerson and D' Ailly, 
\vas so influential in the Council of Constance.
;jS One of 
the funùalnental errors of this faction ,vas, that they 
applied to the nonnal state of the Church a theory 
\vhich \vas only adapted to the particular and transitory 
state of schist11. But in another part of this "york 'V1,'e 
have already set forth the origin and true aspect of this 
ilnportant scries of events; "ye ,vill therefore avoid 
repeating here \vhat \vas there exhibited at length, and 
\ve refer our readers to the former discussion. b5tJ 
As to the Council of Constance, 
lgr. :Ylaret devotes 
no less than three chapters to an un\yise attempt to 
prove not only the I
cumenical character of the Sessions 
\vhich preceded the election of the ne\v Pope 1\lartin V" 
but also the authority of the decrees of the 110urth and 
Fifth Scssions, regarding the superiority of the General 
Council to the Pope,860 In the place referred to above, 
\ve have proved that the Council of Pisa and that of 
Constance \\.ere not, properly speaking, I
cunlenical 
Synods, but General Asscmblies of the governing 
portion of the Church, \vhich had no other authority 
than that of ascertaining and declaring the legitimate 
Pope, \VhOnl all ,,-ere to obey, and of reinstating the 
Church in its normal position. vVhen they had fulfilled 
this duty, they ceased to have any legal authority, 
unless so far as they nlight be sanctioned by thc ne\v 
Pontiff, and presided over by him or his Legates. No,,' 
the Council of Constance did not elect thc nc,," Pope 
before the Forty-first Session. Consequently, up to this 
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tinle (I.) the Council of Constance ,vas not properly a 
Council, either general or particular, Because a General 
Council, empo,,,cred to exerci
e its ruling authority over 
the ,,--hole Church, 1l1ust represent the governing part of 
the Church in its Borlllal state, and in its intimate 
conjunction ,yith its visible I-Iead; (2,) any decree 
whatever enacted by that Synod concerning faith anù 
discipline Inade before the }'orty-first Session had 110 
other authority except that of mere schen1es repre- 
senting the "'ish of a large number of Bishops, ,,,hich 
becanle la".s only ,,-hen Inade valid and sanctioned by 
the ne,," Pope. The only decrees then, in ,vhich the 
Council exercised its pO\\Tr, ,ycre such as concerned the 
fittest I1leans of restoring personal unity in the headship 
of the Church. Again. it is idle tu insist upon the 
convocation and confinnation of the Council by Pope 
John XXIII., as is done by i\lgr. 11aret. 8G1 A Pope 
,vhose authority is openly disputed, and in titne of 
schisn1, cannot give authority to an Ecull1enical Council. 
and enable it to act according to its nannal institution. 
In such a case of uncertainty and schisll1, the Bishops 
are first to ll1eet, ,\"ith or ",.ithout COll\'ocation, in order 
to dispel the doubts ,\ hich hinder the recognition of the 
true Pope by the true Church; but ,,,hen discharging 
this task they need no sanction or confinuation fron. 
any of the doubtful Popes. Hence regarding the 
Council of Constance, the only question ,,,hich can be 
mooted is, \\'hether 1Iartin V. confirmed all the acts of 
that Synod, and gave theln final validity. 
N 0\\- it is clear that ::\lartin \ 
., in the Bull III tel' 
tïtJlctas,'ðG"!.. sanctioned only the condelunatioll of the 
heresies of \\Tycliffc and l--I uss, But, it is urged, he 
tnentioned that the General Council of Constance had 
pronounced against these heretics a sentence of condem- 
8m Dlf CIJllcik G/Illral. eh. '-.. n. Y., p, 395. seq. 

{j2 In Act, Cone. Constant. (Labbe. t. x,-i.. p, 751. scq, '. 
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nation. I fence l\Igr, Maret and the Gallican party 
conclude that the Pope ackno\\'ledged as Ecumenical 
the Sessions \\,hich \vere de\ oted to the examination of 
the heretical doctrine, and consequently also the Fourth 
and Fifth, since the authority of the Council of Cons- 
tance is indivisible. 863 \Ve answer that ,\,hen l\'1artin \r 
Inentions the condemnation passed by the General 
Council of Constance, he intends no n10re than to point 
out as a fact that the General Assenlbly of all thL 
Catholic Bishop
 ,,'ho met in Constance had agreed 
on the heterodoxy of \ Vycliffe and 1-1 uss; but thi:-: 
does not necessarily imply that that Asselnbly, when 
passing sentence of condemnation against these heresie
. 
constituted a Council, properly speaking Ecumenical. 
:\Ioreover. in the questions inserted in that Bull, \vhich 
'\-ere to be addressed to those \\'ho returned fron1 heresy, 
the Pope does not say in "'hat Sessions the Council of 
Constance "\vas truly Ecun1enical; but he only intin1ates 
that it HUlst be regarded as Ecumenical. Of courSé 
this is to be understood of the acts, ,\-hich the POpC' 
himself had confirmed in the Council itself, ,,'hile it ,vas 
under the leadership of the ne,,'ly-elected Pope. ð 6-! 
But c"cn if the Council of Constance ,,,ere to be 
regarded as Ecumenical from the "ery first Session, 
it \voltId not follo\\" that the decrees of the Fourth and 
Fifth Sessions are to be looked upon as confirmed by 
:\laïtin \T. \\'ith the Ineaning attributed to then1 by the 
Gerson faction. They arc not mentioned in the Bull 
filter ClII/ctas.l' nothing is left, therefore. but to see 
\\rhethcr they are included in the oral declaration n1adc 
by the Pope at the end of the CoÜncil. In that decla- 
ration. \\'hich \vas conllnunicated to the ,vhole Synod. 
the Pontiff said that ., omnia ct singula detcrn1Ïnata, 


I'>G3 I)l( Loncile 0åzéral, l. iii.. ch. ,.. n. ,-i., p. 398, seq. 
861 In Bulla bllEr Cllllct{[s. In Acti
 Cone. Constant. (Labbe, 
1. À\"i.. p. ï6o, seq.). 
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conclusa, et decreta in nlateriis fidei per præsens 
Conciliunl conciliariter, tenere et inviolabiliter observare 
volebat, et nunquam contraire quoque modo."sû3 Now it 
is evident that the synodical Constitutions published in 
the Fifth Session have not the character required by 
Pope Martin V., since, as ,ve have already said, during 
these Sessions the Council of Constance ,vas not, 
properly speaking, a Council. But ,ve ,vill not lengthen 
this section by treating over again a subject \vhich \ve 
have discussed at saine length in another ,york ;8GG 
especially as such a repetition is no ,yay necessary for 
our maIn purpose. 
Mgr. l\laret appeals to the Council of Constance as 
being the best interpreter of its o\vn Acts, and again, he 
11Ppeals to Pope Martin V., and thinks that both the 
Council and the Pope approved the decree of the Fifth 
Session, and the vie\v that they concerned the normal 
state of the Church. 867 Since then there is no authority 
l110re pleasing to l\Igr. Maret than the Acts of the 
Council and of Pope IYlartin V" \ve accept the challenge. 
But, as \ve have already treated this question else- 
\vhere,8û8 \ve ,vill deal ,vith it as briefly as possible, and 
so far only as is needed to sho,v the ,veakness of Mgr. 
Nlaret's arguments. \Ve maintain then, that although 
the Gerson faction in the Synod had supported the 
decrees of the Fourth and Fifth Sessions as leading 
principles of the normal Constitution of the Church, 
still the Inajorityof the Council regarded them only as 
synodical Constitutions concerning a time of schisn1 
and uncertainty \vith regard to the person of the 
legitimate Pontiff. In fact, ,vhen in the 1"'hirty-eighth 


S6.3 Sess. xlv. In Act. Cone. Canst. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 746). 

66 TIle S1tþrelllC A uthority of the Poþe, sec. viii., p. 184, seq. 
S67 nu COllcile Chz/ral, I. iii., ch. '\ iL, t. i., p. 427, seq.; eh. vi., 
n. ix., p. 420. 
868 The Suþre111e Authority of the Poþe, sec. ,iii., p. 189, seq. 
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Session a scheme of la\v \vas dra\vn up for the reform of 
the discipline of the Church, the German nation pro- 
posed that, should the Pope about to be chosen neglect 
to enforce the ùecrees of refornl before his coronation, 
the decree of his eJection should be annulled. Now, 
,vhat \vas the answer of the Council? The Assembly, 
,,,ith almost absolute unanimity, rejected the proposal on 
the ground thåt "the Pope, once elected, could not be 
bound."
(j9 On this account no penal sanction was 
inscrted in the decree of reformation, because it con- 
cerned the legitimate Pontiff then about to be elected. 
'fhe same course \vas adoptcd with respect to the 
Synods \vhich \vcre to be assembled by the nc,v Pope. 870 
So that the famous Frcquells, on \vhich 
'lgr. l\laret has 
insisted so strongly, is a proof that the Synod of 
Constancc \vould not venture to threaten \vith ecclesi- 
astical punishment a legitimate Pope \vho should refuse 
to call a ne\v Council at the fixed time. Consequently, 
the Council claimed no authority over the Pope. It is 
clear that if l\Iardn V. declared that he \vould execute 
the decree of the Synod regarding the convocation of a 
ne\v Council, he did not regard himself bound to submit 
to that decree as to a la\v of a superior, but as to the 
advice of his brethren, \vho \vere anxious that the Head 
of the Church should profit by their experience and by 
their learning, for the general administration of the 
Church. oil 
But a striking difference exists behveen the form of 
these decrees regarding the ne\v legitimate Pope \vho 
,vas immediately to be chosen, and the la\vs enacted 
.lgainst uncertain and conflicting Popes in case of a ne\v 
schism. The Council ordered the severest punishments 


flC,9 Cone. Constant., Sess. xxxviii. (Labbe, t. xvi., pp. 694, 695), 
h Eleetus non potest ligari." 
SiQ Sess. Å1. (1. e:, p. 706, seq.); Scss. xxxix. (1. c., p. 7 00 ). 

jl Scss. xliv. (Labbe, 1. c., p. 74 2 ). 
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against such as in time of schism should ncglect to calI 
a General Synod as soon as they becan1e av{are that 
personal unity of the Head in no other ,yay could easily 
be restored to the Church.87
 The Synod exercises a 
coercive po\\"cr ,,,ith doubtful Pontiffs, but does not dan.
 
to claim it over legitimate Popes. This sho\vs clcarly 
,vhat ,vas the statc of the Church, and \"ho ,,,ere thL:" 
Popes that ""ere contcn1platcd in the decrees of the 
}1'ourth and Fifth Scssions. N everthcless, the great 
blo\\' struck against the authority of thcsc Ì\"O abO'T- 
tuentioncd Sessions is found in that solen1n conden1- 
nation of appeals fron1 the decisions of the Popc to a 
future Gcneral Council. This ,vas pronounced by 
lVlartin V. in a Constitution promulgated in a Gcneral 
Session of the same Council. 
Hardt, in his Sutl1mary of the I\cts of Constance. 
informs us that 1\1artin \.... publicly condetl1ned the 
appeal of thc Polish ambassadors from the decisions of 
the Roman Pontiff to the future Çouncil.Sj;j Gerson 
himself has preser,"cd to us thc very \vards of the Bull by 
"hich the condemnation ,yas cxpressed ;874 anù he "'rote 
a book against it, and pointedly asserted that l\Iartin's 
condcmnation ,,'ould entirely ovcrthro\v thc decrees of 
the Fourth and Fifth Sessions.sï;i And really the point 
is evident. In fact (I.) Pope l\Iartin, in his Constitution. 
expressly conten1plated causes of faith; and the question 
proposed by thc Polish atnbassadors concerned a cause 


8;
 Sess. xxxix. (1. c., pp. 701, 702). 
873 I<às!i COllcilii C01lstaJl!lellSis, an, 1418, :\Iartii Inensc 
(Labbe, t. xvi., p, 1482). 
8ì4 ., N ulli fas est a supremo judice, videlicet Apostolica Serle 
seu Ron1ano Pontifice Jesus Christi vicario in terris appellarc aut 
illius judicimll in causis fidei (qua' tanquaiTI rnajores ad ipsunl et 
Seden1 Apostolicam deferendæ sunt) dc
linarc" (Tract. QllOlllOdo 
t't all licea! ill cau,fÚ fidei (l ..s'IIJ1lJJlO FOJl!ijirt' rrþþell(1rt'. Op.. t. i,. 
P.43 1 ). . 
8ì5 Ibid., p. 43 I, seq. 
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of faith. (2.) '[his Pope ternlcÙ the Sovereign Pontiff 
the Supreme Judge in the Church in those causes of 
faith; (3,) he pointedly declared that all causes of this 
kind should be referred to the H..onlan Pontiff; (4.) he 
asserted that there is no appeal fronl the tribunal of thc 
Pope to that of th
 Council; a
d (5.) he inculcated the 
great doctrine, till then universally taught in the Church, 
that no one could reject the Papal judglTICnt passed in 
:-,uch causes. N O\V after this solenl11 declaration, wc 
cannot but consider it foolish still to maintain that Pope 
\Iartin V. sanctioned the decrees of the Fourth and 
Fifth Sessions in the sense of 
Igr. }\Iaret and of the 
(;allican School. 

 everthcless, Mgr. Jlarct has the courage to pass 
,)\,cr this nlost in1portant act of Pope .:\lartin \T. in the 
Council of Constance. "Nous n'avons pas cru devoir 
HOUS arrêter à une objcction contre ces décrets tirée 
d'une bulle donnéé, dit-on, par .i\Iartin V. à la fin du 
concile de Constance, et par laquelle il aurait interdit 
d'appeller du Pape au concile général.":;ï6 .:\Igr. 
Vlaret 
is a\\-are of the plain testinlony of Gerson, ,,'ho \vas 
present at the Council, and ,,-ho \vrote a book against 
the Constitution of Pope 
Iartin. He nlust also be 
.l\vare of the plain assertion made by the Chancellor, 
that the Constitution ,vas published in a public Session 
of the Council of Constance on the 15th of .:\Iarch. sïï 
I [O\V then could he represent as questionable the 
existence of that Constitution, and maintain that it ,vas 
never published? No ,,"riter has e\-er suspected that 
t;erson in this \"ork "'as fighting a phantonl or a ghost. 
fhis denial sho\vs luore zeal than discretion in l\Igr. 


:-;6 Du tÒJlcile Gärlral, 1. iii" ch, \ ii., 11. vii.. t. i.. p. _1.)2. 
...;; .. Arguitur quod sic auctoritate S5. D. 
. ì\Iartini Papæ V., 
in sua Constitutione ad perpetuam rei memoriam facta et prOI11ul- 
6'ata in Conci
torio gencr
lli cckbrato C()n,'_
'1tiæ Idus lVlartii, 
pontificatus sui anno i." 
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l\laret. But let us suppose for a moment the truth of 
\vhat Mgr. 1\iaret asserts, that Pope l\iartin V. sanc- 
tioned the decrees of the Fourth and Fifth Sessions of 
the Synod of Constance, and moreover that he regarded 
them as referring to the normal state of the Church. 
In this supposition, the controversy whether the General 
Synod ,vas superior to the Pope ,,'ould have been 
authentically settled. But then it is unaccountable that 
Cardinal d' Ailly in his treatise Dc Ecclcsiæ a/que 
Cardillaliu11l Potestate, \vritten after the Council of 
Constance, expressly leaves this controversy to the 
future decision of an Eculnenical Council. 87S This proves 
to demonstration that l\Iartin V. did not at all counte- 
nance these decisions; and the controversy therefore 
\\"as still unsettled in the eyes of the Gerson faction. 
But ho\v could IVlartin V. confirm \vith his authority 
decrees \vhich, as understood by 1\Igr. l\Iaret and the 
Gallican School, \vere nothing but an offspring of a 
scandalous faction, \vhich by their erroneous principles 
had struck at the very root of the Catholic systenl? 
I-Io\v could l\Iartin V. sanction a doctrine \vhich before 
the Council of Constance \vas universally regarded as 
erroneous and heretical? Is Mgr. 
Iaret una\vare that 
\vhat the Church in one age universally believes to be 
true cannot in another be disproved or defined as false? 
\Vhat ground then have he and his School to rest upon? 
\Vere they logical, they ought to adopt the maxims of 
Gerson and D' Ailly on the Constitution of the Church 
and of the Papacy. And yet ,,'e kno\v that the \vorks 
of Gerson and D' Ailly supplied Luther and all the other 
H..eformcrs \,-ith ""eapons in their attack upon the 


818 "Quæ taluen non definitive deterrninando, sed doctrinalitcr 
suadendo posit a sunt: nalTI hujus rei definitionen1 sacri Concilii 
determinationi submitto" (D'Ailly, Dc Ecclesiæ it Cardi1lalilllll 
Potestate, cap. iy., p. iii. Inter Gersonis Opp" pt. i., p. 934. Edit. 
cit. ). 
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Papacy.S';!) 'fhcse \\'crc the first authors of that systenl 
and of that School, \vhich, to the dishonour of a great 
nation, has received the name of Gallican. 
But I\Igr. l\Iaret and his friends appeal to the 
Council of BasIc, and this ,vith a double object. First. 
to prove the authority of the decrees of the Fourth and 
Fïfth Sessions of Constance, ,vhich were confirmed by 
the Fathers of Hasle in the sense of Gerson's party; 
secondly, to sho\\r that Pope Eugenius IV. erred in a 
mattcr closely connected \vith faith. l\Igr. Marct 
maintains that It il est évident du moins que dans ces 
seize Sessions (of the Synod of Basle) il ne peut rien y 
avoir de contraire à la foi, à la morale Chrétienne, au 
véritablc intérêt de l'Église."ð8O Ivloreo\"er, ,vith regard 
to the Pope, he asserts that Hie Pape f=ugène s'est mis 
avec lui-mênlc dans une contradiction aussi éclatante et 
aussi palpable que celIe où était tombé Ie Pape Vigilc. 
ct dans unc 4.uestion qui touchait d'une nlanière aussi 
directc et aussi inllnédiate à la foi que celIe des Trois 
Chapitres."ööl These Ì\vo assertions of the Bishop of 
Sura are t\vo Inistakes into ,vhich he has been led by his 
reliance upon Bossuctbð
 and De la Luzerne.

 But as 
to the first point, after ,,'hat Orsi,hð4 .:\Iansi,
;) and others 


S.D Bouix in his recent work, DL' Paþa (pt. ii.. cap. vi., sec. 3, 4. 
t. i,. pp. 4-64--4-94" exhibited an excellent sketch of the enormous 
errors and heresies to which Gerson and D'Ailly gave manifest 
support in their works. \Yhoe\'cr reads his exposure of these nleH 
cannot abstain frOlu thinking that they were truly the forerunners 
of the Protestant sectarians. 
ð
O DIl ('luralt: Gh/éral, 1. iii" ch. 
.. n. ii., t. i.. p. 460. 

,>1 Ibid.. 1. c., p. 4SQ. 
:....
 LJif. Dn.-I. CIeri Callit.:lllli, 1. 
., cappo i.-ix., t. ii., pp. 64--82. 

S3 ..,Yur III Dà-Iaratio1t de l'Asscmblée d/( Clog/ dc Fralll-r.. 
pt. iii.. ch, xx:\i,. pp. 347-377. Paris, 1843. 
:::
-l J)e R. POIlI. Polestatc. 1. yi" cappo i.-ix., pp. I-55. 

 J.lllimad",'crJ-iollrs ill HÙI. Eccl. l\
at. Alexa1/dri, in diss. viii,. 
sæc. X\-.. 1. x\'iii., p. 537
 seq. Edit. Bingii. 1790. 
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have ,,,ritten on the subject, 
Igr. :Jlaret is inexcusable. 
If he had read no more than the ans\ver of Turrecremata 
to the ambassadors sent by the pretended Council of 
Rasle to the Synod of Florence, he ,vould have seen 
the groundlessness of his remarks. His arguInents are 
identical \vith those employed by the alnbassadors. 8bü 
The chief point urged is that \vhen Eugenius IV., by his 
Bull DlId1l1Jl 
'aCrllJJl, ,vithdre,v and cancelled the order 
for the translation and dissolution of the Synod of 
Basle, he declared it to have been legitinlate from the 
beginning, and pron1Ïsed to support it \vith his autIlo- 
rity.8ö7 But IVIgr. :Jfaret first does not distinguish 
,,"hat should be distinguished, and \vhat Turrecrenlata 
did accurately distinguish in his ans\ver to the Basle 
assem bly. J t is one thing to regard a Council as 
legitinlate and canonical in its proceedings, and another 
to approve and sanction its decrees as inlplying true 
doctrines of faith.8&> The pseudo-Synod of Ephesus 
,vas legitiolate and canonical in its beginning, but, 
nevertheless, its decrees ,vere erroneous and heretical. 

rhe sanlC lllust be said of the Council of l\Iilan under 
Pope Liberius (355), ,vhich, no less than that of Rimini, 
deserves to be stigmatised as a latrocillÙllll. But, more- 
over, l\Igr. l\laret should have noticed the conditions 
\vhich ,vere absolutely required by Pope Eugenius IV. 
in his 13ull Dlldltlli. It is true that he revoked all his 
Constitutions published against the Council, confiroled 
its existence as a Council, and declared it legititnate; 
but all this \vas granted on the condition that the 
Synod, on its side, should ,vithdra\\T dnd cancel every 
act or deed directed against his person ånd the 



'6 l?esþollsio 1: ,A. 1ìtrn:crclllata ad Basi!c,'J/ses ill COllC. 
F'/orclltÙlO, art. ii., n. 12, seq. (Labbe, t. xviii., p. 1479, seq,). 

::-; See the Bull DlIdul/l in the .\ppcndix j, of the Council of 
Basle, n. lvii. (Labbe, t. xvii" p. 742. seq.). 
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authority of the Apostolic See; and he declared that 
any future decree that 111ight hereafter be enacted at 
Rasle against his authority and dignity ,,'as to be 
regarded as null and void. 1\Iorcover, he required that 
his Legates should be achnitted to preside over the 
Counci1. 889 :No,,' the l.;'athcrs of BasIc did not COIn ply 
,vith these conditions; therefore, according to every 
principle of la,\', the Bulls of dissolution rctained their 
virtue, and the Bull DudllJJI did not avail even to render 
the proceedings of thc Synod canonical; much less could 
it inlply any confinnation \\-hatc\-cr of the Synod's 
decrees. But if Eugenius IV. required as an express 
condition the revocation of all the acts and deeds of 
the Synod against the authority of the Apostolic See, 
ho\\' can it be said that he approved and confirmed the 
decrees by \\'hich the Fathers of BasIc declared a 
General Council to be superior to the Pope, and bound 
the Pontiff to obey the orders of the Council, and render 
to the Bishops an account of his actions; and asserted 
that he ,vas liablc to their coercive po,ver, and to be 
deposed by them should he resist their absolute ,,,ill? 
And yet l\igr. 
Iaret has ,rentured to Inaintain these 
absurdities. He should have kno,vn that Turrecremata, 
in his ans\\'er to the amba
sadors of Basle in the 
Council of Florence, declared the dccrees of Basle of 
\\'hich ,ve speak to be harsh and scandalous; S
)O and, 
Iuoreover, that the Council of Constance, in its Fourth 
and Fifth Sessions, did not enact that. in the case of a 


8&1 .. Ita ta1uen quod præsidentcs nostri ad præfati concilii 
præsidentia1n admittantur cunl cffcctu, ac omnia singula contra 
personam auctoritatem ac libertatem nústrmn ct Sedis .\postolicæ, 
ac venerabilimn fratrum nostrorurn S. R. Eccl. Cardinali urn in dicto 
Concilio facta ct gesta, per dictum concilimn prius omnino tol- 
1antur ct in pristinmn statmn reùucantur" (Bulla Dudum, I. c.). 
890 T 7.) ,/,' . .. {I bb ... 
urrecrcnlata, Lle.fyollslO, art. 1., n. VII. 
a e, t. XVlll., 
p. 1434'. 
X 
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legitin1ate Pope, the Council is superior to him; the 
ne\v dognla, therefore, ,vas altogether a creation of the 
14'athers of Basle. sm This being so, it is ilnpossible to 
hold that Pope Eugenius ackno\vledged as valid an act 
of a nature unheard of in the history of the Catholic 
Synods, and ,,-hich ,,-as regarded at the time as harsh 
and scandalous. 
But in addition to these considerations, "'C have 
positive proofs and ,,'itnesscs on the subject. Turre- 
cremata, in his 
"'lt111111a de Ecclcsiâ,SfJ2 informs us that 
though several anlbassadors had been sent to Pope 
I
ugenius by the Synod of BasIc, and had repeatcdly 
begged the Pontiff to confirnl its synodical decisions, 
they could ncver obtain fronl him any approbation 
and confinnation ,,,hatsoever. And the Cardinal also 
testified that Eugenius solemnly declared in the Council 
of .Florence that he granted 110 morc than that the 
Synod of Basle lnight continue, but never approved its 
decrees. 8fJ3 J\Ioreover, Pope Eugenius himself rene\vcd 
this declaration in the plainest tern1S. In a Letter 
addressed by hin1 to .Foscari, Doge of Venice, he says 
that he ,,,"ould rather give up his dignity clod his lif
 
itself, than consent that the j-\postolic authority should 
submit to the Council, in opposition to all the principles 
Jf Canon La,,'-a thing ,vhich no one of his predecessors 
had ever done, and ,,,-hich he "Tas not bound to do,
94 
I n another Letter to his Legates in Germany he again 
declared that "he ,,"ould ackno\\Tledge the Synod of 
13asle, but ,vithout any detrinlent to his rights and his 
dignity, or to the pre-clninencc of the Apostolic See 



91 Turrecrclnata, J?esþollsio, art. ii., n. i., scq. (Labbe, 1. c., 
p. 1476, seq.). 
S
2 SU1Jl1JUl Ecclcsiæ, 1. ii., cap. 100. 

93 Ibid., 1. c. 
S9-l In Raynaldo. All1l., an. 1433, n. 19, t. xviii., p. 117. Coloniæ, 
1693- 
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and of the authority \vhich \vas con1nlittcd to it, and to 
those ,vho canonically sit in it. bDj Consequently, the 
Pope acted in accordance ,\rith his 0\\'11 deep and 
constant persuasion ,vhen, in the Hull .JIo)'scs, published 
in the Council of Florence, he condenlned the propo- 
sition ,vhich dsserts the superiority of the Council to 
the Pope, declaring it to be contrary to Scripture and 
1'radition, anù a corruption of the true n1eaning of 
the decrees of Constance. òDG ]1'inally, ,\.hen, in the 
l
ighteenth Session of BasIc, the decree concerning 
the superiority of the Council to the Pope ,vas again 
lnaintained, the Pontifical I.
egates not only did not 
consent to this act, but solemnly protested against 
it; sonlC only anlong them gave ,yay, being forced 
by violence and acting as private persons, hoping, 
doubtless, by this conlpliance to gain the right of 
presiding in the Council, ,vhich had been prot11ised to 
then1 on this condition. 89 . \Vas l\Igr. l\Iaret acquainted 
,vith these Jocuments? If so, he kne\v his argtl111ent 
to be baseless. If he ""as not a\\"arc of then1, he 
ought not to have attempted to pronounce his judg- 
1nent on so delicate a subject, being destitute of the 
proper kno\\-ledge of the documents bearing on it. 
Let us pass no\v to the other head of censure against 
Pope ]
ugenius. 'Igr. .:\Iaret, led by his usual \\.ant of 
criticism and discrimination, says-" II n'est pas de 
blânlc ct de mépris qu' ]
ugène ne réversc, dans les 
HuIles /lIscrlltabi/is ct III .L1 rcal/O, sur les seize premières 
Sessions du Concile de Hàle; il n'est pas de répro- 
bation plus éclatante que celle qu'il prononce. Peu de 
temps après ccpendant tout change de face. I..a bulle 


HI'; l
ÙI. E/lgcuii I V. ad Lf...t:a1os S1/0S (Penes :\Iansi. ..lllimtld., 
1. c" p. 545). 
fo
G I ... \ C FI (L bb ". ) 
n pt. 111" L ct. one. or. a c, t. XVllI., p. J 
o:!, seq. . 


Ij Turrecremata, in Summa Ecclcsiæ, 1. c.; RöjJollsio ad 
Basilt:tJlscs, art. ii., ß. xi=-... (Labbe, t. 
xiii., p. 1480). 
X ') 
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DudU1Jl SaCr1l1Jl abolit les pren1ières et proclame en 
face de l'Eglise et du monde la légitimité. la sainteté 
ct par conséqucnt l'infaillibilité de ce Concile maudit et 
réprouvé."b
S And he concludes in the same tone of 
triu1l1ph-" \9oilà un fait qu'aucune subtilité scholastiquc 
He pan-iendra à obscurcir." \Vithout needing recourse 
to "subtilité scholastique" in ,,-hat is plain by itself, 'vc 
reply that. as in the cause of Pope Vigilius, so in that of 
Eugenius I\T.. the contradiction is only in the fancy of 

lgr. 1\larct. l'he Pope blalned and condemned the 
acts of the Synod of BasIc so far as they concerned 
the suprenlc authority and dignity of the Apostolic See. 

Igr. I\Iarct Inay find proof of this in the t,,"o Bulls 
\d1Ïch he quotes. The Pope c01l1plains that the 
Fathers of BasIc indulged their 0\\.11 ill-fcelings, instead 
of applying then1seh T es to the disciplinary reform of the 
Church. and the suppression of llC\\. heresies. In so 
doing they usurped an authority ,\-hich ,vas not theirs 
over the 
 \postolic See; they dared to Î1npose on the 
Pope and the Cardinals, decrees ,yhich had not been 
sanctioned by the Apostolic Sec. and \\Thich ,,-ere 
opposed to the ,yholc tradition of the Church; they 
,,"cut so far as to threaten the Pope himself ,\'ith 
punishment and deposition should he not obey their 
SUlnn1ons; instead of abolishing scandals they propa- 
gated thenl. instead of extirpating heresies they gave 
them strength, instead of pron10ting the unity of the 
Church by exalting the dignity of the Pontiff, they 
vilified his authority anù originated a ne,v schism.89
. 
These and no other arc the cOlnplaints nladc by 



!J' flu COJlcilt: (;lJlcfral, 1. iii., ch, À.. 11. j" t, i., p. 459. 
;:,J:# "Cunl ex dicta cOlnmutationc nonnullæ dissensiones sub- 
ortæ videantur. ac nonnullas ex dictis causis. quibus ad hujuS1110di 
conunutationenl seu dissolutionenl faciendan1 principaliter moti 
sunlUS aliter jall1 sc habere cognoscamus." etc. cIn Bulb nudum 
Sacrum, Labbe, t. x,1i.. p. 7-1-2). 
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E.ugcnius against the Fathers of Basle; anù he ùeclare
 
null and \'oid all acts and deeds of the Synod \\Thich 
bore such a character. 
 or does he in the Bull ]JUdll1Jl 
...'>aCyltlJl imply, èven indirectly, any approbation of 
these acts, \ V e have proved that not only he does 
not give in it the least hint of any sanction of the acts 
of the Council, but, on the contrary, he insi:")ts on the 
condenlnation ,vhich he had pronounced in the t,vo 
Bulls, Illsc1'utabi!is anù III A rcallO. For he exacts as 
an absolutely necessary condition of his ackno\\9ledging 
the legitinlacy of the Council, the entire anù sinlple 
retractation and repeal of all acts \\"hich \vere directed 
against the authority and dignity of the Apostolic See. 
\Vhere, then, can '\'c find the "contradiction éclatantc 
ct palpable," the existence of \\'hich is alleged by 
i\fgr. 
Iaret ? 
But in the ,york of the Bishop of Sura ,ye find 1110re 
than a ,vant of criticisnl and of full acquaintance ,vith 
the docun1ents, so essential in all historical inquiry. \Ve 
111eet occasionally proofs of forgetfulness of theological 
principles hardly to have been expected in the Dean of 
the Sorbonne. He asserts that the Bull Dudltlll, having- 
declared the legitilnacy of the Council of Basle, declared 
" par conséquent l'infaillibilité" of the Council. \Vherc 
tlid the author ever read this doctrine? If it ,vere 
true, Pope Leo, in ackno,vledging the legitin1acy of the 
Council of Ephesus, to ,vhich he sent his Legates, ,\-ould 
have consequently acknowledged its infallibility, and 
therefore he ,\'ould have regarded the errors of Eutyches 
as doglnas of faith. A General Council is not infallibll: 
in its decrees of faith nor irreformable in its disciplinarr 
Canons, except ,vhen its acts are in perfect accordance 
\\ ith, and in submission to, the I lcad of the Church; ,vho 
can correct or rescind or reject then1, according to his 
judgment. The canonical legitimacy of a Council means 
no more than this: the Bishops n1cct \\ ith the consent 
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of the Pope, ,,'ho alone lIas the authority of calling an 
Ecumenical Council; they have authority to discuss 
controversies of faith and discipline, and to franle ne,\" 
Canons, according to the needs of the Church; but, as 
've said, they ahvays need the supreme sanction of 
the Pope, in order that these decrees ma y become 
irrefornlable. This is the Catholic doctrine, and had 
the Dean of the Sorbonne paid attention to it hc 
,vould not have accused Pope Eugenius I\T. of error in 
faith. 
J.'inally. the \\"ithdra\,"al by the Pope of the t\vo 
Bulls, Inscrutabifis and III Arcano, is simply due to 
ecclesiastical prudence, to avoid new" scandals in the 
Church, and to suppress e\"ils and schisms in their 
first outset. The Synod of BasIc, from its very 
beginning, descr\'"ed not only to be transferred, but also 
to be dissolved and suppressed. The pride, audacity, 
and violence of the Bishops against the Apostolic See 
,vere unparalleled in the history of the Church. But 
prudence suggested the application of mild means to 
reduce these enlbittered partisans to order, in order 
that, if possible, the Church might be freed from ne\v 
dangers and scandals. Nevertheless, the Head of the 
Church could not Inake any compromise ,vith error- 
justice required of him its extirpation. On this account. 
the suppression of the decrees against the authority 
and dignity of the Apostolic See, ,,,as the condition 
necessarily iInposed on the Synod of Basle before its 
existence could be tolerated. 
The. Council of ,Florence. purified of the corrupted 
elements of Basle. rene\ved and displayed the majesty 
of the old Ecun1enical Councils. and outshone by its 
splendour the schisnlatic conventicle of BasIc. The 
Roman Pontiff presided at the head of the assembled 
Fathers of the vVest and of the East, and these solemnly 
ackno,,'ledgcd the plenitude of his authority and of hi
 



Thi' COU/lciis of C01lstallce and Flon:/lcc. 359 


po\ver in the Universal Church, and frustrated the last 
efforts of the insolent faction of BasIc. l\Igr. 11aret, \vith 
the Gallican School, professes to adn1Ït this. gOO But, at the 
same tinle'. he and his party nlaintain that the Council 
of Florence, in its tlecree on the Papal Supren1acy, nol 
only did not recognise in the Pope any superiority to 
the General Council, but rather indicated his subordi- 
nation to it and to its la\\-s. This interpretation 
cannot possibly stand. The Council of Florence says- 
\Ve define that the holy Apostolic Church and the 
Roman Pontiff hinlself have the supremacy in the 
\vhole \vorId; that the l{oman Pontiff is the Successor 
of the blessed Peter, Prince of the ....\postles; that th
 
true Vicar of Christ is the I lead of the \vhole Church, 
and the Father and the Doctor of all Christians. 
"'Ioreover, to hinl, in the person of the blessed Peter, 
the full po\ver \vas intrusted by Christ our Lord H inlself 
of feeding, guiding, and ruling the Universal Church. 
Quenladnl0dul11 ctiam in gestis (EcumeniCOnl111 Conci- 
liorum ct in sacris canonibus continetur. oo1 No\\
 by this 
decree the Council plainly recognises in the Pope a 
supreme po\ver, superior over the Ecunlenical Council. 
::Ylgr. l\Iaret seenlS to feel great reluctance in admitting 
this fact. "S'il faut admettre," he says, " la superiorité 
absolue ct illimitée du Pape sur Ie Concile Général, il est 
nécessaire aussi d'avouer que la constitution de l'Église 


000 Du (Ollcik CIJlb at, 1. iii" ch. >..i.. n. i., t. i" p. 468, seq. 
901 "Dcfinimus Sanctam Apostolicam Scdcm ct Rom. Ponti- 
ficem, in universml1 orbem tenere prinlatum, et ipsum Pontificcm 
ROmanl1nl successorem esse beati Petri principis Apostolorum. 
et venlm Christi vicarium, totiusql1f? Ecc1esiæ caput et omnium 
Christianorum patrcnl ac doctorcm c:-..istcre; ct ipsi in beato 
Petro pasccndi, rcgendi ac gubernandi uni\'crsalem Ecc1esiam 
a Domino nostro J csu Christo plenalu potestd.telTI traditam csse; . 
quemadll10dum etiam in gcstis <Ecumcniconul1 Conciliormll et in 
sacris canonibus çontinctur" (Decn'tuJ1l Ull ion is, In Sess. XXll" 
Conc. Florcntini. Labbe, t. x\-iii., p. I 183). 
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a été changée en l'an de grâce 1439."902 vVe have here 
the assertion that the Florentine decree changed the 
Constitution of the Church; and this in spite of the 
adn1ission made by Gerson, \\'ho "'as hinlself the soul 
üf the Fourth and Fifth Sessions of Constance, that 
before his time the opinion touching the superiority of 
the Council to the Pope ,vas universally regarded as 
inlpious and heretical. \\Te have proved, in the pre- 
ceding section, that the opinion of the superiority of 
the Synod to the Pope, and of the fallibility of the 
latter, originated from the \\restern schism at the time 
of the Council of Constance, and others before us, as 
Zaccaria 903 and in our o\vn da y Abbé Bouix Ð04 h ave 
" .. , , 
done the same. The authors just referred to, support 
their opinion by the naOles of Tapper, Duval, Raynaud, 
Bannes, D'..A.guirre, and others, fronl \vhose ".orks they 

ive quotations; \vhile, on the other side, no authority 
can be produced for the contrary position, and 
Gerson hinlself sides \\.ith us on this lnatter. But, 
besides this, ho\v can it be maintained that the Council 
of Florence explicitly or even in1plicitly inlplied in its 
decree the superiority of the Council to the Roman 
Pontiff: \\-hen Eugenius I'T., in the very Council of 
Florence, "sacro approbante Concilio," solenlnly con- 
delnned that doctrine as contrary to Scripture and 
Tradition, and impious and scandalous ?D05 Did the 


902 flu COllcile Gllléral, 1. iii., eh. xi.. n. V., t. i., p. 476. 
903 AlltifcbrollÙu VÙulicatlls, diss. v" cap. ii., sec. i., pt. ii.
 
p. 3 I 5, scq. (Cæsenæ); A Iltifebrouio, diss. ii., cap. x., n. vi., seq" 
t. ii., p. :254, seq. (Cesena). 
"0-1 D P ,-I," . 
., e llpa, pt. 11., cap. v., t. I., p. 453. seq. 
90:> ., Ipsas propositiones superius descriptas . . . juxta SCnSU111 
Basileensimn intellectum . . . veluti sacrosanctæ Seripturæ et 
sanctorum Patrum et ipsius Constantiensis concilii sensui eon- 
trarium . . . tanqualn impias et scandalosas, nee in lnanifestanl 
Ecclesiæ Dei scissuram, ac omnis eeclcsiastici ordinis et Christiani 
principatus eonfusionem tendcntcs. ipso sacro åpprobantc Concilio 
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Council of Florence join \vith the Pope in condemning 
as iOlpious, scandalous, and schismatic, a doctrinc \vhich, 
in the preceding Session, it had proposed as 
l part of 
the Christian revelation? 
But \\'e must be blind indeed if \VC fail to observc the 
declaration of the Synod, that the Pope received from 
Christ J-limself the full po\ver of fceding, guiding, and 
ruling the Universal Church. Gallican \vriters, of their 
own authority, introduce an exception into these \\'ords 
-crcept tllC GCllcral ColtJu-il. 90v l
ut is the General 
Council greater than the Universal Church? If the 
Pope has full powcr over the U nivcrsal Church, ho\\ 
is it that he bccomes inferior to it \"hen he a
semblcs 
in Council that saIne Universal Church? He is 
divinely appointed to feed all, to direct all, to rule all, 
\vithout any exception or limitation \\'hatcver, because 
his power is full; ho\v, then, can it be that \vhen the 
rcpresentatives of all those \vho are to be fed, guided, 
and ruled (they thenlselves being comprchended in that 
nunlber), become his feeders, his guides, his rulers, as 
soon as they meet in a General .L\sselnbly? 
Ioreover, 
the Synod intiolates that the l
oman Pontiff is not only 
the true Vicar of Christ and the Head of all the Church, 
but also the Father and Doctor of all Christians. 
Here, again, 1\'1 gr. l\laret and the Gallican School \"ish 
to introduce an exception anli a limitation-l:rajl'il,llCIl 
they al C assClllbled Ùl a Gcncral SJ"lod. Their reasoning 
comes to this: The father is father of his children, and 
the master is ll1aster of his disciples, as long as these do 
not nleet together. If thcy meet, hc bCCOOICS their child, 
their disciple. This is nonscnsc. 1'he Gallicans in the 
Catholic Church are as illogical as the Puseyites in 


d.lmnamus ct rcprobamus ct damnatas ct rcprobatas nuntiamus;' 
(Bulla Jloyses. In Aetis Cone. Flor., pt. iii. Labbe, t. xviii., 
p, 1206). 
906 D,! COllcile Gåzéral, 1. c., n, vii.. p, 4ïï. 
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the Anglican Establishn1cnt. No: Christ our Lord 
established the Church as a family, of \vhich the Pope 
is the father; lIe formed it as a school of faith, in \vhich 
the Pope is the supren1c master. As, then, the father is 
superior in his family, and over his children, \\"hether 
divided or. united; and the master is superior to his 
disciples lueeting together in his school: so also, the 
Pope is superior to all the Church, \\"hether scattered all 
over the \\TorId, or united in a General Council. Finally, 
if the Pope is superior to the Council, and possesses full 
po\ver over the Church, he must consequently be infal- 
lible. \Vere he not infallible he ,,"ould be subordinate to 
the Council, and his definitions \vould be liable to its 
censure and corrcction; if he bc not infallible, his 
authority \,,"ould not be full, since it ".ould need the 
sanction of a General Synod before it could inlpose on 
the Church a doctrine of faith. 
The \vords of the decree of Florence are so clear 
that for SOine tinle the Gallican School thought it 
advisable to deny the authority of the Synod, \vhilc 
they admitted that of the Assembly of Basle. The 
Cardinal of Lorraine declared in the Synod of Trent 
that the University of Paris did not hold the Synod of 
Florence as Ecumenica1. 907 But they ".ere forced to 
give up that ground of defence, and the Dominican 
Natalis Alexander, in a learned dissertation, proved to 
demonstration the legitimacy of the Council and its 
authority in the Church. oo8 Thereupon the Gallicans 
had recourse to another rneans; they Inisinterpreted 
the clause of the Decree. But, IJlcidit ill Scylla III 
cupieJls vitarc Cha1J'bdi1Jl, says the Latin poet, and the 


007 Pallaviciui, Hisl. du Conc. de Trenl, 1. xxi., ch. vi., un. 20, 
21, t. iii., p. 335 (Paris, 1845); Fleury, Hisl. Eccl., 1. c1xiv., n.lxxiv., 
t. xxxiii., p. 364 (Paris, 1768). 
90S His/. Eccl., t. xviii., diss. x., art. i., p. 604-. Edit. l\Iansi, 
179 0 . 
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proverb no,,' received a fresh fulfilment. Thc Gallican 
,vriters argue that the ,yords "queInadnlodun1 ctian1 in 
gestis æcumcnicorum Conciliorunl et in sacris canonibus 
continetur," especially if conlpared ,,'ith the Greek text, 
assert the 
ttbordination of the Pope to Councils, and 
consequently his subjection to the la\\s ,,?hich these 
should enact. This interpretation, originating ,,"ith 
De l\iarca and Bossuet, has been traditional among the 
Gallicans, and. as ,"c might expect, l\Igr. Maret has 
given it roon1 in his ,york,oot) and Dr. Döllinger al
o 
produced it in his recent letter against the petition of. 
the Bishops to the Pope in favour of the definition of 
Papal Infallibility. These ,vriters assert that the Greek 
text must be rendered by" secundull1 cum Inodum qui 
ct in gestis CEcumeniconln1 Conciliorum et in sacris 
canonibus continetur," and they n1aintain that the 
,yords of the Latin text 11luSt also bc understood in 
the same 111anner. Dr. Döllinger goes so far as to add 
that the particle ctial/l in the Latin text is a forgery 
of Abrahaln Harthololneus. To begin from this last 
assertion, "'C must remark that the etialll is found in 
all the most ancient Inanuscripts in ,,'hich the Acts of 
the Synod of Florence are preserved, as ,,'ell in the 
Vatican library as in those of Florence, Bologna, and 
Paris. l\Ioreover, the very particle is found in the t\\'O 
authentic copies of thc Act of Union kept in the 
archives of the \Tatican and in the Laurentian library 
of Florencc,PlO in ,,'hich arc to be seen the autographs 
of. Pope Eugenius I\ì. and of the Emperor Palæologus :_ 


909 Du Concilt: Gàréral, 1. iii., ch. :\.i . n. xi,-., t. i., p. 488, seq. 
910 See the Ci7n'ltå Caltolica, vol. ix., series \ ii., p. 397, seq. 
The writer, while refuting the baseless assertions of Dr. DöIIinger,_ 
produces fac-similes of the clause fronl manuscript copies in the 
\T atican library. See also the learned letter written by Canon 
Cecconi on the subject, and inserted in the A,.,1Z01lia of Turin 
on Februar}. I, 1870. 
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and, in that of Florence, together ,vith the signatures of 
all the Bishops, Greek and Latin. This is enough to 
dispose of the baseless assertion of Dr. Döllinger. 
As to the Inain point in question, \ve add only a fe,v 
rcnlarks. 9l1 (I.) The text of the decree accepted by the 
Greeks ""as the 1..atin,912 ,,-herefore the passage is to be 
eXplained fro111 this. (
,) If the clause be taken in the 
Gallican meaning, the decree \vould be in contradiction 
,vith itself, and ,vould in this clause upset ,vhat it had 
declared in the foregoing part. (3.) The Greek text is 
a literal translation of the Latin, and if the %a
j'
v ..p6r-rov 
xaí is sin1ply compared \vith the "quen1adn1odum ctiam" 
the n1eaning \\"ill be seen to be the salne. m3 (4.) l;inaIly, 
the .c\cts of the Council clearly sho,v \vhat ,vas the 
111eaning of the clause in question. Before the Greeks 
had fully accepted the decree ,vorded by the Latins, 
the Provincial of the Dominicans ,vas commissioned 
publicly to explain every clause, No". the Greek Acts 
of the Council say that he "allctoritatibus canonum, 
legum et epistolantll1 sua dicta confirmavit," and this 
is evident froll1 the speech as preserved in the Latin 
ActS.!n4 In accordance ,vith this, Cardinal Julian, in 
his relation to Pope Eugcnius, states that the Greeks 



1l See the observations on the lnatter in the preceding vohnne. 
The SuþrCJJle A uthority of the POþ{', sec. \'iii., p. :04, seq. 
!Jr} \ L C F ' I .. II ' (L bb .,. 

 .c1.cta at. onc. orentInI, co . XXXI. a e, t. XVlll., 
p. 1177). 
913 
lgr. :\Iaret himself is forced to confess that in SOD1e copies 
preserved at Paris the particle Év is wanting in the second member 
of the sentence, and that a Greek scholar assured hiD1 that in that 
case the particle xal cannot have any other meaning than that of 
the Latin Ctilllll (Dll COllcile Gé1zlral, 1. iii., ch. xii., nota, t. i., 
p. 489, seq.). 
91-1 Acta Græco-Latina Conc. Florentini, Sess. XXY. (Labbe, 
t. xviii., p. 510). In the Latin Acts the speech of the Dominican 
Provincial is given at length in CoIl at. xxii. (Labbe, t. xviii.. 
p. 1152, seq.). 



rite COUllcils of Constance a1ld Florcllce. 365 


"auditis sacris Scripturis et sacris Conciliis visa cst 
vcritas, quod Sedes Apostolica. ct Romanus Pontifex est 
Successor Petri; deinde, disponente divina Providentia 
factunl cst, ut asscnserint Græci secundul11 schedulam 
datal11 per Latinos."91:i The Greeks therefore \vere con- 
yinced, not only from the Scripture, but also from the 
.i\cts of the ECttl11enical Councils, that the Pope \vas 
divinel). intrusted \vith the authority ,,"hich the formula. 
of definition ackno\vledged in him. Therefore the clause 
Illeant no nlore than that the Scripture, and also, ctia11l, 
the Acts of Synods confirmed the truth of the po\ver 
comnlitted by Christ to the Ronlan Pontiff, in accord- 
ance \vith ,,"hat had been proved to the Greek Bishops. 
In the Latin formula handed to them the clause ""as as 
fo11o\\"s-" Quenladl110dnm definiunt Scripturæ sacræ et 
dicta sanctorunl." In its stead, at their request, the 
l..atins substituted that \\ hich "'e are examining, and 
it certainly exhibits a more decisive authority, since 
the Ecumenical Councils represent the \vhole Church. 
But the Acts of Florence give not e'"en the least hint 
\vhatever, on the part either of the Greeks or of the 
Latins, of submitting the Papal authority to the CounciJ 
and its decrees. This interpretation of the clause in 
question is a 111cre conjecture of the Gallican School. 
intended to help them over an insurnlountable difficulty, 
The fact is that the decree of Florence entirely 
overthre\\" the errors propagated by Gerson and Ð' Ailly. 
and countenanced by the Synod of BasIc. The doctrine 
of the authority of the Ronlan Pontiff as superior to 
the General Council, and as infallible in teaching, \vas a 
nece
sary logical consequence ,,-hich e\-ery one ""as 
forced tu dra \v froll1 the \,"ords of the Act of Union. 
'[his is the true reason for ,,"hich, ,,"hile the errors of 
Rasle \vere kept in abeyance, the contrary doctrines 
""ere Jnorc and nlore authoritati,"c1y dc,"clopcd and 
rll.í L, c,. p. IIi,. 
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propagated as articles of faith. This ,vas principally 
due to the authentic declaration of the truth put forth 
by the Roman Pontiffs, by the Bishops, and by the 
great Universities taken as a body. In fact, Sixtus IV., 
in 1479, follo,ving in the steps of his predecessors, 
condemned as scandalous and heretical the proposition 
..of Peter de Osnla, in ,vhich it ,vas asserted that the 
Church of the City of }{ome can err. 91G The Archbishop 
,of Toledo, after a long exanlination of this, as ,veIl as of 
other erroneous propositions of Peter, ,vith the unani- 
1110US consent of the best theologians of that age in 
Spain, had already pronounced sentence against hin1, 
and had condemned' his errors as heresies. Sixtus IV. 
entirely confinned the conden1nation pronounced by 
the Archbishop, and sanctioned the ternlS in ,vhich he 
l1ad censured the above-mentioned propositions.91 7 The 
history of this cause proves ho,v deep the persuasion 
,,-as in that age that the doctrine of the Infallibility of 
the Apostolic See, and consequently of the Pope, ,,-as an 
article of faith ,\'hich no one could reject. And no 
\\"ondcr, ,vhen as early as 135 I, Clenlcnt VI., in his 
instructions sent to the Armenian Patriarch, had 
expressly declared that" ,vhatsoever the Ronlan Pontiff, 
by the authority of the keys intrusted to hin1 by Christ, 
deternlines to be true, is true and Catholic; and what 
he determines to be false and heretical, is so to be 
regarded:" and he laid do\vn the strict obligation for the 
]1'aithful to adhere inviolably to the decision of this 
See. 91S 


916 Prop. 8, "Ecclesia urbis Ronlæ crrarc potcst." In Denzinger, 
EJlckiridioll SY1Jzb. ct Di:fiJl., p. 218. \Virccburgi, 1865. 
!IIi The documents in the Inatter have been carefully coHected 
by the learned and industrious Bouix (Dc Paþa, sec. ii., cap. vii., 
t. i., p. 535, seq.); Bull of Sixtus IV. (Labbe, t. xix., p. 378, ::;eq.). 
918 In Raynaldo, Alula!. Ecc!., an. 1351, n. 3, t. xyiii., P.313. 
Coloniæ. 
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Leo X. did not fail sulernnly to proclainl the same 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility. In the Fifth Council of 
I..atcran he explicitly condcmned the decrees of Basle 
against the authority of the Roman Pontiff; and inti- 
Iuated in the 1110st clear and plain ruanncr that thc Pope 
has full po\ver o\'cr thc General Synods. He asserted 
also that the Scriptures, the Fathers, the Roman 
}>ontiffs, and the Councils thenlselves, give full evidence 
to that truth. The assenlbled Bishops not only did not 
object the least to his definition, but they distinctly 
approved it. fl19 IVIgr. l\Iaret thinks that (C cettc nouvelle 
décision aurait aboli les décrets des Conciles de 
Constance et de Bâle; "020 and therefore he endeavours 
to put the doctrine expressed by Pope Leo in the Bull 
Pastor ./l
'tcrll1ts, in accordance \vith the decrees of 
BasIc; but his reconciliation conICS to nothing short of 
nlaintaining that the superiority of the Pope to the 
Council is a superiority by \vhich the Pope is bound to 
adherc to the ,,"ill of the Council, if expressed by its 
majority.fI
l But \yhat argument can l\Igr. l\Iarct bring 
against the Rull Exltrgc D0111illc of the same Leo, in 
\\'hich he condenlned as herctical Luther's proposi- 
tion, denying to the l{oman Pontiff the authority of 
Inaking nc\\' articles of faith or enacting ne\v la\\-s in the 
UnÏ\'ersal Church ?Ð22 As far as \,-e have observed, l\fgr. 
l\Iaret has not n1adc any renlark in his ,york on this 
subject. But \\'c can distinctly assert that Leo's decision 
sho\vs plainly that at the tinle of the apostasy of Luther 
the persuasion of the Church ,vas exactly \,"hat it had 


!l19 Coneiliml1 Latcrancnsc ,-., Sess. 
i. Bulla Pas/or 

/cr1tliS 
(Labbe, t. xix.. p. 967). 
920 flll (,òJlt-ile Club-al, 1. iii., eh. xii., n. iv., 1. i., p. 495. 

121 Ibid., n. v., p. 496, seq. 
!l2
 .. Certunl cst in manu Ecclesiæ aut Papæ prorsus non 
esse statuere articulos fidei, imo nee leges morum, seu bonorum 
opcrum" (I n Bulla 1-..'_1 urge Dominc. Labbe, t. xix., p. 1053). 
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ahvays practically been: that the Pope has the authority 
of defining ne\\r articles of faith. But this doctrine is 
identical ,vith asserting Papal Infallibility, of ,vhich it is 
only a different expression. Like\vise in Prop. 28, 
anathen1atised as heretical by Leo X., Luther main- 
tained that "it is not a heresy to hold a doctrine 
contrary to "'hat the Pope teaches ,vith a great part of 
the Church till it has been defined by a General 
Synod."Ð23 The Pope, by the condemnation of this pro- 
position, defined the truth of the contrary: that it is sin 
and heresy to hold doctrines counter to those \\rhich are 
taught by the Pope and a large part of the Church. In 
this proposition the irreforn1ability of the doctrine 
defined by the Popc is not to be ascribed to the 
universal consent of the \\rhole Church, according to the 
Gallican tenet, because the large part of the Church 
mentioned in that proposition n1ay be nun1erically the 
minority. Its irreformability then is only owing to the 
infallibility of the Apostolic See, ,vhich is Jfater atque 

}f agistra OJl1llÙlI1l EcclcsiarltlJ/, as the Council of Trent 
itself: follo,,-ing the steps of the Fourth Lateran, 
repeatedly termed the Roman Church. Ð21 · 
The Popes not only proclaimed in a tnore definite 
and explicit language the Infallibility of their teaching, 
but also they continued after the Council of Trent to 
exercise their irrefonnable 1I1agistcrÍ1uJl. Before the 
Council of Trent had closed its Sessions, Pope Paul IV., 
in 1555, definithrely condcI11ned the Socinian sect, and 
anathematised thcir errors in his Constitution ClI/1I ql!O- 
?"lInda/1! ,Ð2j ,yhich Clen1ent VI I I., afterwards confirmed 
,vith his Brief D01J/inici g1"cgis (r603).926 Four years 


923 L, c. 
9')! S ' ... 8 (C T. ..J t L .. 8 ' 
- ess. XIV., cap. 111., p. 
 onc. rlltéJl. IpSlæ, I 4 2 ); 
Sess. xxii., cap. viii" p. 120. 
!)2,j Constit. CUlIl qlforl/Ildalll (In Bllll. R., t. vi., p. 322, seq.). 
92(; Breve D01llillici gr('gis (In Bu//ario R., t. xii., p. I, scq.). 
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after the closc of thc Synod of Trcnt, Pius V., in his 
Bull E_1: OlllllibllS aJjlictiolliblls, published a sentence of 
.cond
nlnation against seventy-nine propositions of Baius, 
and declared theln erroneous, heretical, and scandalous.!ì
. 
But nc\v agitation and ne\\" troubles arising through 
the conduct of the foIlo\vers of Baius, Gregory XIII. 
rene".cù in I 579 the sentence of Pius in his Bull Pro- 
'i.'isioJ/is /lostr(e, and sanctioned again the tern1S in ,,,hich 
his predecessors had condenlned the ne\v errors. fJ28 So 
that Baius, ,vho had already subnlitted to the condenl- 
llation of Pope Pius V" by ,\-horn his apology \vas 
reject
d, \\'as again obliged to nlake a full recantation of 
his errors in the presence of the Jesuit T oletus, as 
I...egate of the Apostolic See.f!2!) llis errors ,yere thence- 
forth every\vhcre regarded and condemned as heresies, 
although no Ecunlenical Council had pronounced any 
definition in the Inatter. The University of I..ouvain, 
,d1Ìch in the thirty-t\\.o Articles published against 
Luther in 1554 had openly professed thc doctrine of 
Papal Infallibility,Ð30 not only surrendered to the defi- 
nition of the Ronlan Pontiff in the matter of Baius, but 


fI:!. nulla EXOlllllibus affliäi01tibus "In Labbe, t. xxi., p. 61 I, seq.). 
!12q Bulla Pro1,isiollis llostrfl' (In Labbe, 1. c., p. 61o
 seq.). 
!1:!9 Bergier, Diet. d
 Thlologie, t. i., art. Baius, p. 2:!;. LiIIe, 
J 84-+. 
9:\0 Art. xxii.-'. Firma fide tenendmn cst, unam esse in terris 
\" cram atque Catholicanl Christi Ecclesialn, eamque visibilem, quæ 
ah .-\postolis fundata in hanc usque nostram ætatcm pcrdurans 
rctinct ct suscipit quidquid de fide et rcIigione tradidit, tradit et 
traditura est cathedra Petri, supra qUaIU ita a Christo sponso suo 
est a:dificata, ut in his ql1æ fidei sunt et rcligionis errare non 
possit:' Art. XX\'.-" Certa fide tcne11da sunt non solmu quæ 
Scripturis expres
e sunt prodita, sed ctialll quæ per traditionem 
Ecclcsiæ Catholicæ credenda accepimus et quæ dcfinita sunt super 
tì.dei et nlorum negotiis, per cathedranl Petri vel per Concilia 
Generalia legitime congregata" (Zaccaria
 AlllifL'brollius 1 indica/us, 
diss. v.. cap. ii., n. 3, t. ii., p. 3 18). 
Y 
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also drc,\- up a body of doctrines in perfcct accord ,yith 
the Papal decision, ,,'hich ""cre faithfully follo\\'ed up by 
its Professors as ,yell as by those of the U nivcrsity of 
Douai. 931 
. \Ye pass oyer other condenlnations uttered by the 
Apostolic See on the Inanifold errors ,,"hich in that age 
corrupted the purity of the faithY3:! \ Y e limit ourselves 
to the J ansenistic controversy" J ansenius ""as set up by 
the partisans of Baius to gi,-e fresh currency to the 
doctrines of their Inaster. and to restore to life his 
school. I lis L1ugtlstiJ/IIS, in fact, brought up again the 
errors of Baius, and gave a false colour to the perverse 
systenls of the Protestant refonners concerning hun1an 
liberty and the action of divine grace. The profound 
kno,vledge \\"hich the author seenled to display of the- 
doctrine of St. Augustine upon grace, and his boast that 
his ,-ic\ys ,ycrc identical ,\"ith those of the African 
Doctor, inlposed upon nlal1Y, especially in France, ,vhich 
in a short tinle s""anned \\.ith partisans of the Bishop of 
\T pres. But the French Bishops soon called the atten- 
tion of the Apostolic See to the ne\v errors ,,-hich had 
begun to be ,videlr spread and deeply rooted anlong 
both Clergy and laity; they subn1Ítted to the Pontifical 
tribunal fi,'e propositions extracted froln the A IIgUStÙll1S, 
that the Pope nlight pronounce his Apostolical judgn1ent 
upon them. H33 Innocent X.. after a full and careful 
exanlination, delivered his final definition in 1653, in 
his Constitution CUll! occasÎollc. In it he condenlned the 
fixe propositions as heretical. ordered all the }<"aithful to 
anathetnatise thelU fron1 their heart. and threatened all 


931 Bcrgier, 1. c. 
93
 See the propositions condenulccl by Innocent X" Ale\.- 
ander YI1., Innocènt XI.. ctc,. in Denzinger. r.:llchiridioll ,-';'11/. 
t.t Def., pp. 3 1 5, 3 1 7, 3 20 , 3 2 3, 333. Edit. cit. 
933 .E:þiscoþorlf1ll Glllliæ Epis/ola ad IIlJ!(Jcc'lltiltlJl 
\-. Paþam 
(Labbe. t. xxi., p. I6..p. seq.'. 
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,vho should nIaintain thenl \\ ith the pains decreed 
against hercticsY:lt Alexander \"11., in 1665, by his 
Constitution Ad sancta1JI B. Petri SedC1Jl, overthre,v the 
SChCllICS planned by the J an
cnists in defence of their 
doctrines, I Ie defined that the five condemned propo- 
sitions \\'ere contained in the book of J ansenius, in the 
very nleaning in \\,hich they ,,"ere condemned. .Jloreover, 
hc prcscribed a formula to bc signed by the partisans of 
the Bishop of \,.. pres ;93j and by this forn1ula thcy \\'cre 
rcquired to take an oath that thcy rejectcd and co.n- 
demned sÙlccrl'l.y ,vith interior assent (sillceyo aJlÏ1llo) the 
five propositions of the AuguStÙlltS.f)3G The ,vords sÙzcero 
allÍ1llo, as ,,'as explained later by Pope Clement XI" 
Inean that all ,vho use thenl should profcss that thcy 
adhere to the decision of the Apostolic See /lOll ore 
sobo1l, sed ct cordcY3i That is to say, thc Pope, ,,'ithout 
any Ecutnenical Council, anathematises doctrines ,,'hich 
in that form had nevcr beforc becn condemned by the 
Church, and he imposes on all the Faithful a rigorous 
obligation to subnlÍt their mind and believe that to be 
heretical ,,'hich he had defined as heretical. If this does 
not imply Papal Infallibility in dogmatical definitions, 
'\Te do not know' ,,,hat other Ineaning to give it. On this 
account De l\Iarca himself frankly declared that the 
condemnation of J ansenius rests only on the Infallibility 
of the Roman Pontiff.9
 l\Igr. l\Iaret does not believe 
the sanIe; he thinks that the definitive condcmnation of 


934 In Labbe, t. xxi., p. 16.p, seq. 
93'; Constitutio RegimÙzis Aþostolici, and the inserted formula 
in Labbe, t. xxi" p. 1645, seq. 
936 "Quinque propositiones . . . in sensu ab eodem auctorc 
intento, prout illas per dictas Constitutiones Sedes Apostolica 
dalnnavit, sinccro animo rcjicio ac dalTInO, et ita juro" (Ibid., 
p. 16 4 6 ). 
93; Clclnent XI., Constit. I 7lleal/l Domini (Labbe, t. xxi., 
p. 180 9). 
938 Rapin, J.JIt!moires, 1. xvi., t. iii., p. 144, nota I. Paris, 1865. 
Y 2 
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J ansenism, as ,yell as of Pelagianism, is due to the 
unanimous consent of the dispersed Church. But 
evidently the Dean of the Sorbonne is afraid of touching 
this point of history, no less than he ,vas afraid to touch 
})eJagianism; for he passes over both ,vith very light 
treatment. He tnentions that "la mênle unanimité 
n10rale se produisit dans l'affaire du J ansénisnle" (as in 
that of Pelagianism) ;939 that u les Evêques qui firent 
tine opposition obstinéc aux bulles et aux brefs de 
r\lexandre VIII. et de Clénlcnt XI. étaient une minorité 
presque imperceptible par Ie nombre."940 ]-)ut the Clergy 
of France certainly did not at the tin1e of the J ansenistic 
controversy agree in the opinion of 1\lgr. l\larct. 
Long before this controversy arose, the French 
Clergy had solenlnly and repeatedly proclaimed the 
doctrine of Papal Infallibility, especially in the Assembly 
of 1625, In the address to the Archbishops and Bishops 
of the kingdo111 dra\vn up in that 111eeting, they had 
asserted that "Christ has founded the Church on the 
Pope, in intrusting hinl \vith the keys of I--Ieaven, 
together \vith infallibility of the faith, \vhich \ve have 
seen endure miraculously inlmoveable in his Successors 
unto this day." 941 Rut besides this, as soon as the 
J ansenistic controversy arose, the French Clergy applied 
to the Roman Pontiff as to the Suprenlc Judge in faith, 
expecting from hin1 a definitive judgment, \vithout 
stating their o\vn vie\\rs on the subject. They declared 
at the same tin1e that, as at the voice of Christ the 
\vinds and the sea obeyed, so at the voice of His Vicar 
the tempest of error \vould be calnled. As soon as the 
final sentence \vas pronounced by Innocent X., they, in 


939 DIt C01tcile Gllléral, 1. iii., ch. xi,
., n. v., t. i., p. 515. 
94.0 Ibid., 1. c. 
9U In Sfondrati, Gallia VÌ11dicata, diss. Ï\r., sec. ii., n. x., p. 780. 
Edit. cit. This address was not published at the time, for reasons 
not dearly known. 
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a letter addressed to the Pope that very same year, 
1653, \vhilst giving vent to thcir joy at the receipt of the 
l)apal judgment, \vhich had come in tiIlle to prevent thc 
evils of thc Church, solelnnly intilnatcd that "judgments 
in confirmation of the rule of faith published by the 
Pontiffs, \vhen consultcd by Bishops, rest upon a divinc 
and suprenle authority throughout the ,,"orId; \vhich all 
Christians arc in duty bound to obey ,,'ith the sub- 
mission of thcir nlind itsel("a4
 And they proved their 
assertion by the examples of thc condenlnation of the 
Pclagians by Innoccnt I. and Zosimus ,,'ithout any 
General Synod, and that of the Apollinarists and the 
l\Iacedonians by Dalnasus, also before any Synod; and 
concluded by fully acknowledging the justice of thc 
declaration that the pains decreed against heretics 
should be enforced against those ,,"ho should venture to 
resist the definition of the H.Olnan Pontiff: Thi
 language 
is far different fronl that of :\Igr. l\Iaret and his School. 
This first letter ,,'as follo,,"cd by three other letters 
\\"ritten on the sanle subject by the French Bishops to 
Innocent X, and Alexander \TIIL, in the years 1654, 
1656, and 1660. In the first the Prelates declare that 
the J ansenists by their artifices attelupted to take a\\'ay 
a part of thc old dcposit of the faith, the custody of 
,vhich had been intrusted by Christ to the Chair of 
St. Peter"
14:J In the second thcy profess to believe that 
the Decree of Innocent X. \\'as as percnlptory as \\"as 
that of ZOSilllUS against thc Pclagiansy-a Finally, in the 
third letter, addressed to ...'\.lexander \TIL, after having 
testified their full subnlission to the decisions of the 
Apostolic See, they intilllatc that their strength, the 
strength of the ,,"hole Clcrgy, ,vas firtuly placed in the 


O-l:! Sfrondrati, Gal/ia 1 
illdiúllll. diss. i\'" sec. ii., n. xi,. p, 782. 
m3 I Z . 1 .. I'.. 1 ' d ' " . . . . 
n Jaccana... I1I1.It'O/"(I///(I. IS5, y" cap. 11., n, IV" t. 11., p, 323. 
Cesena. 
ÛH Ibid" 1. c. 
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ROll1an Pontiff.945 But not only did the FOrench Bishops 
express these sentitnents in their addresses to the 
Supren1e Head of the Church, but also they did the 
saIne in their circular letters to all the Clergy of the 
kingdom. In these they strongly recommended a perfect 
subn1ission to the decisions of the Apostolic See, such 
su bmission being an inheritance of the Bishops of 
France. But yet ITIOre clearly in the circular of 1663 
they set befo're the eyes of the Clergy the noble 
examples of their ancestors: "Alcuin }:vêque de 
Vienne," they say, ". . . écrivant au Pape Horn1isdas, 
l'assurc que non seulen1ent l'Église de Vienne, mais 
aussi toutes celles de France, sont dans une parfaite 
volonté de suivre tout ce qu'il ordonnerait touchant les 
nlatières de foi." And they continue: "C'est Ie point 
solide de nôtre gloire, qui rend nðtre foi invincible et 
notre autorité infaillible, lorsque nous tenons l'une et 
l'autre inséparablen1ent attachées au centre de la 
religion, en nous liant au Siége de St. Pierre, pour Ia 
créance et pour la discipline dans l'unité de l'esprit de 
l'Églisc. Xous espérons plus que jamais une 
victoire achevée contre l'hérésie jansénienne, puisque Ie 
soleil du Vatican a n1êlé Ia plénitude de son jour aux 
lumières de notre conduite." 94ü 
These solemn acts prove indisputably that up to 
1663 the noble Clergy of that Catholic nation retained 
the deepest persuasion that the doctrine of Papal 
Infallibility ".as an article of faith. Hut if this \yas at 
that time the doctrine of France, \ve must say that the 
same \vas then the doctrine of the ,,-hole Church. And 
certainly Suarez, in the beginning of the seventeenth 
century, testified that all the Catholic Doctors of the 
time taught that doctrine, \yhich he calls Catholic 


!I-l:> Zaccaria, A Iltifi'bro/lÎ(}, diss. v" cap. ii" n. iv., t. ii., p. 324. 
Cesena. 
!I,1fj D ' \ ' C !.'l J .,.J , . , . 
1-1.rgentre, (}. llltIC., t. lII" p. 3 12. seq. 
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1ruth. Ü4 ; l\ay, De :\Iarca, in 166r, bore \\"itnc
s that the 
doctrine of the Popes being infallible \\"hen speaking 
iT cathcd,.â and on nlatters of faith, ""as the doctrine of 
all the Universities of all the provinces of Christendom, 
except the ancient Sorbonne: that the great n1ajority of 
the Doctors in France laugh at the contrary opinion of 
the old Sorbonne, ,,"hich, he says, is only tolcrated by 
the Church, Xay, he \\"ent so far as to say that" nier 
l'infallibilité du Pape puur les choses spirituelles, c'était 
sc déclarer calviniste; "ü4S so certain "'as it that the 
doctrine of }>apal Infallibility ,,"as at that tinle regarded 
by the Popes and by the Clergy at large as an article of 
t:ïith. \ \T e kno\v ,veIl. 110r \\'as it the least necessary 
that l\Ir. Renouf should remind us, that" the con1bined 
\\"cight of all the theologians of that tilHC, as Suarez, 
Bellarminc, Zaccaria, &c., cannot cyen tend to l11ake an 
article of faith."fl4H Xo Catholic theologian can be found 
,\'ho believes utherwisc. Hut this 
s the reason ,,'hy, 
,\"hen \\'C find the doctrinc of Papal Infallibility ex- 
plicitly, solc111nly, and constantly proclainled and acted 
on by the Popes, believed, by the l
piscopal body, inti- 
Jnatcd by the Councils, taught by all the theologians of 
11105t nlerit, and uphclJ by all the Uni\rersities, ""C must 
necessarily conclude that it is a Catholic, a revealed 
doctrine, \\-hich belongs to the deposit of faith, and 
'"which all the sophis111S and bitterness of a fc"r n1Ïs- 
guided ,,'ritcrs in our age ,,"ill not be able to dc!'tI.oy. 


9-1j ]Jt' j.ì"dl', disput. y" sec. \'iii,. n. 
 (In Op., Dr Tnþlici 
1 í"rlllir Th('olt

Ít:tl). 
!ltS (J!JslT7.'tllit1Il,'s P,"tri De J[tlrc-tl slIþer Ih,'.r"J' Cltl}'tJIIlfl/lltllltlS 
Op. ),1 :\1.). See sonle extracts in Soardi. lJc R. PO/llijicis .[ltc/ori- 
Itlll,1. i., cap. \"iii., doc. ).,ii" t. i., p. 
oï. seq. (Hcilderbcrg-æ, 1793) ; 
in Sfondrati, Op, cit., L c.. p, ï84, se4.. See also Rapin, J[lllloires, 
t. iii., L c,. p. 1-+4. Baluze informs us that De )'Iarca \\ rote a 
dissertation on Papal I nfallibilit
, which was the last \\"ork of his 
life cI n Vita, p. 40. Edit. Parisiis, 1663'- 
!A9 The LlJlldê/ll/ltTtiflll of P{lþl' 1100!(lrius, p. 37, seC{. 
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No,,,, such being the uni\'ersal doctrine of the- 
Catholic Church in the sc\'enteenth century, ".hat must 
,,'e think of the fanlous Declaration of the Four Article
 
tnade by the }'rench Ecclesiastical Assen1 bly in I682? 
\\7 e can think nothing except that it ,vas a nc\y and 
a solenln scandal in the Church, a fresh but disguised 
l1ercsy, \\.hich threatened ".ith schis111 one of the nlost 
illustrious nations of the Catholic Church, K e\.ertheless. 
the act ,vas not due to the Episcopal body of the 
kingdoln, nor to its better Uni\'ersities, nor to its 1110st 
learncd theologians, It ,vas due to its }>arliatl1ents. 
already inlbued ,,,ith the nlaxinls of Cæsarism and 
infidelity, and supported by the Jansenist faction, ,yhich 
""as in a more or less opcn rebellion against the Church. 
It "'as due to a Court puffed up ".ith pride and 
ambition, and surrounded \\'ith 
Iinisters fornled on the 
maxims of .i\Iacchiavelli. \ Y e have already else\\'herc 
de\"eloped and proved these .statetnents,9;.O I
ut the 
valuable doctl1nents published last year by 1\1. Gérin 9':;1 
added so great an abundance of illustration to the facts 
already kno\\"n fronl other sources, that thcir truth is 
no,,, incontestable. .l\, thcsis on the I>apal Infallibility 
published by the Jesuit College of ClerInont in 166r 
""as the pretext ,,'hich gave rise to a faction ,,'hich had 
no root in the Catholic Clergy nor in the U nivcrsities of 
I
rance. The condenlnation of that thesis ,vas not 
pronounced by any Asselnbly of Bishops, nor by the 
Professors of the great Universities of France: it \\.a
 
pronounced by the ParliaI11ent of Paris, on the ground 
that it 1night dan1age the pretensions of Louis XI\
. 01" 
the subject of Regalia. The Ii'rench Clergy resisted 
and protested against the interference of the Parliament 
\\'ith theological doctrines, and the University of Paris. 


9:;0 The Suþreme ..luthority of the Poþe. sec. yii,. p. 157, seq. 
!.I;)l Rt'choë,,'lles Hi.rl{1riqllt.'s dt: /'",,--1.ut'Jllbl/t: dlt Cli'}Xl de ,F'rilJl[L" 
dt: 1682. Paris. 1869. 
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repeatcdly rcfuscd to insert in its H,egistcr the Act of 
Condcmnation; nor did it subtnit, cxcept to open 
force and violcncc. K 0 party had cause to fcel 
pleasurc in thi$ result except the ] ansenists, ,,'ho 
boastcd of having- gaincd a triurnph.!).í:! 
]
ut both the French Court and thc Parliamcnt soon 
understood that their despotic interference ,,'ith theo- 
logical nlatters \\'oldd not subdue cither the learned 
]1'aculty of Theology in Paris, or the illustrious Clergy of 
the French kingdom: still less ,,"ould they be able to 
effacc an article of faith froln the ll1ind of a great 
Catholic nation, unless they could givc to the decree of 
the civil po\\-er a sCInblance of ecclesiastical authority. 
On the other side, a doctrinal declaration sanctioned 
by the Clergy of a great nation ,,-auld, they believed, 
tcrrify I{orlle, and bring the Pope to tcnns of concession 
to ,,'hich othen\'ise hc would ne\'cr consent. These ,\'erc 
thc reasons for ,,'hich thc fatuous Assenlbly of 168
 \\"a:-; 
con'"cned. But I.Jouis XI\'., and Colbert and Lc 1'ellier, 
his ::\Iinisters, did not intend to call upon thc Clergy of 
the kingdorn in orùer to learn fronl thenl ,,'hat ,\'as the 
doctrinc to be follo\\'cd, and believed on thc infalliblc 
11lagisü'rÙIIII of thc Pope and on his supcriority to 
Councils. They intended only to obtain froln thcnl an 
approval of their o\\'n doctrinal decrces, that they nlight 
the rllore casily inlpase thenl on all the teaching corpo- 
rations of the kingdonl, and by their help re
i
t the 
authority of H..onlC and subduc its po,\'cr. Here "\"C 
refer our readcrs to \\'hat \\'c ha\'c already \\'ritten on 
this subject. in the sc\'enth section of thc first part of 
thi
 ,\'ork, as \\'cll as to the docunlellts published by 
1\1. Gérin. From thesc it is pro\'ed that the l\ssembly 


!1";
 Rapin. Jf//IllJircs, 1. x\'i., t, iii" p. 138. seq. Jf//Jloirt.s 
t-Ollarllilllt t."t' ql/i s't'st þllS.Ç/ ('11 III Filcl/lt/ IOl/challt III tht'.s
 
(:\IS. Colbert. Penes Bouix. fJ,' Paþ/T. sec. ii,. cap. "iii.. t. i.. 
p. 5ï6. seq,\ 
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did not represent the French Clergy; it con1priscd only 
those ,vho, under pressure, ".ould easily surrender to the 
,viII of the I(ing; and no one of the great }"rench 
\\
riters and theologians of that age, ,\"ith the exception 
of Bossuet, ,vas allo\ved to have a seat in it. û53 The 
four Propositions ,,-ere the ,,'ork of Colbert, but they 
"
ere put into shape by Bossuet, ,,'ho endeavoured to 
avoid as far as possible any ,,'ord ,\-hatever ,vhich 
\\'ould contradict any doctrine explicitly defi
1ed by 
the Church. ü34 ....\s soon as they ,vere signed by the 
.i-\sseIl1bly, a royal decree in1posed then1 upon the ,,'holc 
Clergy of }-j"'rance. Nevertheless, resistance against the 
royal despotism ,vas the ans\\'cr cvery\\'here given to thc 
edict. The University of Paris distinguished itself by a 
courageous rcfusal to register the cdict and subnlit to it. 
Acts of intin1idation and open force and violence ,,'crc 
necessary to bring it to obedience; but these acts, ,vhilc 
rene,,'ing in I.....rance the tin1e of Henry VIII. and 
l
lizabeth of ]
ngland, ,,-cre a plain proof that thc 
Declaration of the Four Articles representcd the 
doctrine of the Court and of the Parliament, but not 
that of the glorious Church of France; and that they 
had no root \\,hatcver on the traditions of the hier- 
archyY.í;) The Bishops then1sclves ,,'ho signed the 
Declaration acted in compliance ,,'ith the dictates of 
co\\'ardice and servility; so that De HarIay hin1self, the 
Procurator-General of the Kingdom, ""as forced to testify 
1n a letter to Colbert that, if they ,vere allo\\'cd, they 
\vould ,,"ithdra\v their signature appended to the Dccla- 


U:;3 Gérin, Ri't"hiTches His!. ilt- 1'...Jssonblå.' dl( Ckrgl dt' j."ra/lcc 
tit' 1682, chs, iii.-v" pp. I I 5-262. 
9.í-t Le Dieu, JI/Jlloircs ct Journal silr I(l Vito" ct It's OU7.'n

l's de 
HOSSltl'!, \'01. i" p. S. Paris, 1856, 
!15,j See Gérin, Gp. cit., ch. "iii., p. 333, seq., and App. A, B, 
p. 481, seq" p. 52:!, seq. 
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ration. fI .. li l\nd they in fact sent an act of retractation 
and '5Ubnlission to Pope Innocent XI!., as soon as they 
understood that the lZing ,,'ould not oppose this step.1J
7 
And even l...ouis XIV. hinlself, at the persuasion of 
Innocent XII., abrogated the Edict of 1682.!}jS No,,-, to 
conclude: an act condenl11ed by seven }>opes,U.í!J and 
by ll1any Synods and Universities throughout Europe, 
resisted by the ,yhole nation on \\ hich it ,vas violently 
inlposcd, solemnly retracted by those \\'ho had appar- 
ently framed it, and finally abrogated by the J(ing 
hinlself, \\'ho had been its prin1ary source, ought to 
renlain null and void, and should no longer be Incn- 
tioned except ,\"ith shanle and execration. Those ,,-ho 
still appeal to it, and number it among the glories of the 
}'rcnch Catholic nation, either 111ust be ignorant of the 
history of the Assembly of 1682, and of the purport of 
it
 decrees, or nlust have lost every feeling of religious 
.shame. 


9[,(; In Gérin, Op. cit.. ch. \"In.. p. 355. h La plupart (dc 
l'Asselnblcc du Clcrgé) changeraient demain et de bon cæur, si 
ron le leur permcttait:' 
9:,;- Gérin, Op. cit., ch. },... p. 435, scq. See also Fleury, 
..lllt'cdolcs, p. 167. Paris, 1807. 
958 Scc the lcttcr of the King to Innocent XII.. with other 
Ï1nportant documents concerning the abrogation of the Edict of 
1682, in Gérin, Op. cit., ch. x" p. 4-54-- seq. 
9[.9 On this Inattcr see Thi' ..'/uþrollc A utht1rity of thr POP'" 
sec. ,ii., p. I ï9. seq. 



SECTIOK xv. 


DOG
L.\TIC CII:\R.\CTER OF 1)4-\P_\L JXFALLI13ILITY. IT
 
ODJECT A
D ITS COXUITJOl\S. COXCLUSIOX OF 
THE \YORK. 


\VE ha'"c rClllarked elsc\vhere that thc Apostolic See. 
,yhilst repcatedly conden1ning the Articles of the 
Declaration of 1682, did not dcnouncc the French 
Clergy as guilty of schism or heresy.OGO The }(oman 
Congregation assen1bled at the tln1e by Innocent XI. 
declared unanimously that "the Gallican Declaration 
could not be dealt ,,-ith more moderately than by 
abstaining fron1 inflicting on it the note of heresy:'OOI 
]
ut this spirit of reserve and l11oderation, ,yhich n1arked 
the conduct of the Apostolic See in favour of a Catholic 
nation, affords no proof that thc Gallican Declaration 
is free [ronl error contrary to the Catholic revealed 
doctrine. I t is strange, therefore, that Iuany in our 
age believe, or affect to belie\"e, that the doctrine of 
Papal Infallibility is actually an open question. merely 
because the note of heresy has not been affixed to 
the contrary proposition. On this subject ,,'c n1ust 
make a fe\\" ren1arks before closing this ,york. 
l
'irst, then, the doctrine of Papal Infallibility has 
been held for many centuries by the Universal Church, 
and handed do\\'n as an article of faith. It has ah\"ays. 
been professed in the practice of the ,,-hole Church since 
the beginning as a rule of belief, and therefore, e\"en if it 


000 TIle Suþrl'1Jlc A 11 thority of thi! I)oþc, sec. vii.. p. 183. 
961 I B ' D p ,./, . , .. ..' . 
n OlllX, c tlpa, pt. 11., sec. 11., cap. XlI., t. 11., p. 130. 
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had no clear foundation in Scripture, it could not be 
regarded as a free point of doctrine; it must be 
considered as a Catholic truth placed beyond all 
controversy, as Suarez distinctly asserts, Thc consent, 
practical and theoretical, of the grcater part of the 
Church is equivalent to a definition. It proves evidently 
that the do
trinc belongs to the deposit of faith, and, 
consequently, that it delnands to be believed de fide 
dz'c-,Ùlâ. But n10reover, as \\'C have seen, this doctrine 
has a solid base in Scripture, and is most closely 
connected ,,'ith the Constitution of the Church. An 
unbroken tradition regards Papal Infallibility as a 
promisc n1adc by Christ our Lord to St: Peter, and in 
him to his Successors, and therefore the Church for 
centuries held the bclief peacefully, and \vithout inter- 
ruption by controversy. It necessarily foIIo\\'s that this 
òoctrinc is no longer an open question but a Catholic 
truth, to be belie\'ed dt' fide dÍL'illâ. 
But is it a hcresy to teach the contrary? \ V e reply 
that \VC may consider a heresy under t\\'o points of vie\v; 
inasn1tlch as it contradicts a Catholic truth ,,-hich is 
certainly containcd in the deposit of faith, and inasnluch 
as it contradicts an authentic definition of the Church. 
If "'C consider it under the first aspect the doctrine of 
J>apal fallibility is beyond all doubt a hcresy. But 
if "'C consider it under the other aspect its heretical 
charactcr depends upon thc fornl in \d1Îch the error is 
exprcssed. The error ,,'ould be a heresy if ,,'orded in 
the forn1 in \d1Ïch it was conden1ned by Sixtus IV.- 
., The Church of the City of Ron1e can err:' The 
formula of Hormisdas had already defined that the 
Church of the City of Ronh.. cannot err, and this 
fornlula had been signed by the \\'hole Church. This 
is confcssed by BOSSllct himsclf. 
Ioreover, it ,,'ould 
also be a heresy if shaped on the proposition anathe- 
Jnatiscd by Pope Leo X" ,,'hich "'e ll1entioned in the 
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preceding section. The thesis of Papal Infallibility, as 
expressed in the fourth proposition of the Gallican 
Declaration, has not yet been censured as heretical, 
but ,,,hether under that shape or under any other, it 
has been condemned in1plicitly and explicitly by the 
Popes before and after the fan10us Assembly of 1682, 
and it has been noted ,vith the severest censures short 
of heresy by the most learned theologians of the 
Church. I t ,vas condemned by l\1artin V., Pius II., 
and Julius IL, ,,-hen they conden1ned as erroneous and 
detestable the appeal fron1 the judgn1ent of the Pope to 
the Ecumenical Counci1. 9G2 If the definitions of the Pope 
could be reforn1able by the Council they ,vould be liable 
to its authority, and consequently, in case of error, to 
appeal from the Papal tribunal to that of the General 
Synod ".ould be a natural course to follo\\
. l\Ioreover, 
it "'as rejected and condemned by all those Popes ,vho 
rejected and condemned the four propositions of the 
Assembly of 1682; that is to say, by Innocent XL, 
Alexander \TIIL, Innocent XI!., Clement XL, Pius VL, 
and Pius I
{.W3 The last-named not only rejected \vith 
horror the doctrine of the Gallican Declaration, but 
also proclaimed in an open and solenln manner the 


9G2 ::\Iartia V. in the Council of Constance, in the place quoted 
aboye; Pius II., in the Bull L'xsecrabilis (In Conc. l\Iantuano. 
Labbe, t. xix., p. 259, seq.). This Bull was confinned by Julius II. 
in his Bull Sl/sþt'di Rl'gimÙlis (In Bullario ROJJl., t. '-., p. 312, seq.). 
963 Inl1oc. 1., in l?esþ. ad Eþist. CIeri Gall. (In Sfondrati, 
Gallia riJ/dicata, diss. i., sec. v:ii., p. 345); Alexandro VIII., in 
Bulla Illter JIultiþlÙt's (Bullt>rÙllll ROJJl., t. x., p. 38, seq.); 
Innoc. XII., in Allocl/tioJ/
 COJlsistoriali, an. 1682 (E.1-aJlleJt dlt 
qllatrÛJllt' Art. de la Dt/claration, p. 170. Paris, 18<>9); Clenl. XL, 
in Brevi, 15 Jan., 1706 (ObservatioJls sur Ull lrfémoire adressé à 
I' Eþiscoþat Fraufaís, par Gousset, p. 80. Liége, 1853); Pius VI., 
in Bulla.A llcloroJl fidei, ll. 85 (In Bulla,.. l?01Jl. COJltÍ1lltatio, t. ix., 
p. 395); Pius IX., in Allocut., 17 Dec., 1847 (..lcta Pit: LX., pt. i., 
p. 7 2 ). 
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infallibility of the ROlnan Church and its Pontiff...., 
",hose Jllagis!t.TÏ1/l1l he declared infallible and irreforn1- 
able.!)4il Finally, Alexander \rII1., in a list of thirty-on
 
propositions, \vhich he conde111ned as scandalous, erro- 
neous, schisnlatic, bordering on heresy, and heretical 
respectively, included the folIo\\'ing, that H the assertion 
regarding the H..olnan Pontiff being superior to the 
Council, and l1is infallibility in defining questions of 
faith, is futile and has been often exploded."oo5 
No\\., if \ve conlpare these conden1nations of the 
Pope's fallibility, and the decrees and definitions bearing 
on Papal Infallibility, \vith the uni\'ersal persuasion of 
the Church before the Council of Constance, and again 
after the Synod of Florence do,,'n to the tinlc of the 
Declaration of 1682, \YC shall be forced to conclude that 
the opinion of Papal fallibility is in its
lf not only 
erroneous but heretical, though not yet authentically 
declared as such by the Church. It directly contradicts 
the universal doctrine of the ,,"hole Church, \yhich is 
infallible and irreforInable, It has been often objected 
that the l
eJli!t'ntiaria, in its ans\vers of Sept. 14 and of 
Dec. I I. 183 I, declared that those \\'ho still held the 
doctrine of the Fourth Article of the Declaration could 
be adn1Ítted to the Sacranlent of Penance and absolved. 
Hut they \"ho urge this objection fail to remark (1.) that 
the Congregation expressly puts as a condition that 
they should hold that opinion ex bOllâ jidL' et ex GIlÙlli 
pcrslIasiollc, and (2,) that thc Congregation also declared 
that the confessor has in his po\vcr to refuse absolution 
in such cases if he H aliter judicet ex circumstantiis in 
peculiari casu occurrentibus." That is to say, the 


1!G-i In Eþisl. EJll-)'cl., 9 1\0\"., 18
6 (
lc1a, Pii Lt., pt. i" p. 10, 
seq.): In Eþist. Ellcycl. ad Eþisc. Italiæ, 8 Dec., 18.-1-9 (
lcla. 
p, 20<)). 
91i;, Prop. 31, dalnnatæ 7 Dec., 1690; Prop. 29 (In Dcnzinger
 
l

llc1r.. p. 3-1-5). 
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Congregation adn1its that to hold the erroneous opinion 
is a grievous sin, from ,vhich bOlla }ides alone can excuse, 
and consequently that only on account of their bona }ides 
can defenders of that error be adn1itted to sacran1ental 
absolution. But in our day, except in the case of a most 
supine ignorance or of great ,,'ant in nlental po,ver, ,ve 
cannot easily find many instances of bOlla fides, especially 
at the present n10n1ent, ,vhen the Church has solemnly 
l11anifested its doctrine by the nearly unanil110us voice of 
all its Bishops, in union and in perfect harnlony ,vith the 
supreme 1Ilagister'Ïz/11l of the Apostolic See. Consequently, 
even no"", irrespective of any proceeding of the Vatican 
Council now' pending, not only is it 1 a,,{u 1 for any 
Catholic to conden1n the adverse opinion as erroneous, 
scandalous, proxin1ate to heresy, and heretical in itself, 
according to the example of the greatest theologians ;!)(jtj 
but it is the duty of every educated Catholic to believe 
and to profess that it deserves these qualifications. To 
censure Catholics because they nlake public this pro- 
fession of Catholic faith is nothing but intolerable 
ten1erity. 
But ,,,hat is the object of Papal Infallibility? Exactly 
the same as that of Church I nfallibility, No reason 
,,'hatever exists for giving nlore to one and less to the 
other. The divine proll1ises, the traditions and the 
constant practice of the Church, are altogether in favour 
of this tcaching,007 As to the extension of Church 
Infallibility, ,\'e shall treat it at length in the third part 
of this ,vork, ,,,hen ".e shall have occasion to confirm the 
ùoctrine ,yhich ,ve have just laid do\\'n. Calumnies and 


!)G6 Bouix has gÏ\-en a long list of theologians and of the 
censures with which they have marked the error of Papal Falli- 
bility (De })aþa, pt. ii., sec. iv., cap. i., prop. i\'., t. ii., pp. 241-253). 
9G1' In the Schcma of Papal Infallibility presented to the Vatican 
Council, its object is declared coextensive with that of Church 
Infallibility. 
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sophisnIS are conl11lon in connection \vith this subject, 
but they have not sufficient inIportance to detain us. 
\Vhat, finally, are the conditio11s required that a 
Papal definition Inay be considercd infalliblc? \V c 
reply, in agreenIcnt \\'ith all the Catholic theologians, 
that it n1l1st be ex catlu:drtl. l\Igr. ::\laret, and generally, 
\vith hinI, all the enenIies of Papal Infallibility. believe 
that there is here another source of difficulty in the \,oay 
of the champions of the Pontifical privilege. OO8 \Ye do 
not share their groundless apprehensions, Certainly, th(; 
Cllair of the Popes 111eanS nothing but their authentic 
1Jlagista ÙI1Jl. Therefore," hen \\.e say that the Pope 
has spoken l:r catllt'llrâ, \\"C 111ean that he has really 
spoken in his capacity of Universal Doctor and Teacher 
of the Church, divinely appointed to guide and cunfirnl 
it in the path of faith, \Vhen the H..olnan Pontiff resoh'es 
to grant to the Church sonIC particular rule of faith or 
111orals, it is necessary that the kno\\"ledge of his intention 
should be conveyed into the n1Ïnd of the Faithful by 
sOlne of those signs \\"hich Inay suffice to nlake the 
in\\"ard intention kno\\ï1, First. there are certain solemn 
fornlulæ, \vhich are never enlployed in any IJapal 
utterance except in cases \vhere the Pontiff intends to 
speak l:.r catllt:drtÎ. \ Yhen, .therefore, he uses these 
forms, no doubt can exist that he e
ercises his infallible 
111inistry of Uni\Oersal Teacher. But, secondly, it is not 
true that the Pope is bound to observe strictly either 
those solenIn fonnulæ ,,"hich are consecrated to the 
purpose of conveying an infallible decision e..t. cllthedrâ, 
nor even to enlploy any particular external fonn in his 
l\I issives. It is thereforc indifferent ,,'hether the Pope. 
speaking in his capacity of Universal 1"'eacher of the 
Church, uses the l11cdiunl of Bull, or Encyclical, or 
Constitution. 1'here are many Bulls \vhich deal exclu- 
OC
 nu COllcik G/lllrLll, 1. hr., ch. h o .. n. \"i., t. ii" p. 66, seq. ; 
1. iv., ch. Àii., p. 210, scq. 
Z 
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si\Tly ,yith 11latters ,,-hich no ,yay touch faith, and there 
are tnany Encyclicals ,,-hich are evidently utterances c
r 
cathcdrâ.. stIch as the l11irari '('os of GreQ'or
" X\?I. and 
ð J 
the Quallta {"lira of Piu
 rXym To hold othenvise is to 
itllply that sonlC conl1nand has been put upon the Pope 
to abstain frot11 speaking ex catlu:drâ except by the 
n1ediutn of a Hull. But \,-ho could la)p such a con1n1and 
upon hin1? This point seen1S c\"ident. 'Thirdly, \\"hat 
,ve say of thc fonnulæ employed in Apostolic I..etters 
and of their forn1 nUlst be undcrstood also of the Synods 
\yhich in old tin1es ""ere ahyays held by the Popes 
previously to their utterances C.x catllt'drâ. According 
to the ancient ecclesiastical discipline and practice, 
Papal definitions l:l: cat/,alrâ ""ere previously read and 
exatnined in Synods of the Bishops, principally of Italy, 
or at least in the .l\ssen1bly of thc Clergy of the Rotnan 
ChurchY-;o '[he place of these l11eetings ,,"as later 
supplied by the Consistories of the Cardinals, ,,"here 
the Popes read the utterances destined to be dispatched 
to the Uni,'ersal Church. But no one can n1aintain that, 
unless Papal definitions ,,"cre in ancient titHes read and 
exan1ined by the H..on1an Synod, and in tl10dern tinles 
by the Consistory of the Cardinals, they ,,-olIlù not be 
utterances l:t- cathcdrâ. Çertain solen1nities may yary, 
and ha\"e \-aried, in the Church; but the principle ren1ains 
ah\"ays unchangeable, that a Papal decision, in orùer to 
be regardeù as l'X catllcdrâ, 11lust exhibit sonlC or other 
unnlistakablc tokens that the Pope intends to speak in 
the capacity of IT ni\-ersal I'eacher. li'ourthly, as ,vas 


!}(i!1 In this TIlatter \\e agree perfectly with the yiew of Dr, \'.ard. 
expressed by hilH especi
llly in his Till'si.\' x. tit IJljllllibilitatis 
1:"xlc.'IlSÙJllè, p. 33, seq. 
fJjO See Coustant, EþÙit. R.R. P P.. Præf. n. 33. p, xxxi" seq. ; 
ThOluassin, nùs. )1,,\:. ill .\
vl/(1du III yi" sec. yiii" scq.. p, 460; Orsi, 
nt' R. P. rludoritatt', 1. i., cap. xxii., art. ii" sec. i,. p. 188, seq. 
ROlnæ, I7i I. 
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rcnlarked in our seventh section, the Pope is bound to 
tllake d careful exan1inatÌon of the doglnatical question 
referred to his tribunal before pronouncing his final 
llecision. I Ie is obliged, according to the ilnportance 
of the controversy, to asse111ble Congregations, to inquire 
into the traditions of the U ni\"ersal Church, as ,veIl as of 
the Church of H,on1e, and to use other sin1ilar precau- 
tions, because the Infallibility of the... \ postolic See, no 
less than that of the Church at large, is not the fruit and 
the effect of a particular re\Tlation but of a particular 
assistance of the Iloly Ghost. intended for the purpose 
of preserving fronl error thc final decision of the H,olnan 
Pontiff in tuatters \\'hich directly or indirectly concern 
faith and 1110rals. Consequently, the charislIla of 
Infallibility is of such a nature that the } loly Ghost 
un the onc hand keeps the ,vill of the Pope right 
and in1n1oveable in its adhesion as to the revealed 
truth \\'hich is the object of his definition; and, on the 
()ther hand, I Ie "'ill ne\'cr pern1it that the Pope or 
the Church, before pronouncing a definition, should 
not take all necessary n1eans to kno\\' the truth anti 
its bearings, But Infallibility does not depend on the 
c}bservation of these rules oÍ prudence, for it flows frol11 
a supernatural assistance, ,\'hich leads the nlind of the 
Universal Teacher into the path of revealed truth as often 
a:-; he is to discharge this function of his n1inistry. !)
'1 
Consequently, ",hen the final sentence is pronounced, 
,ye are bound to be infallibly sure that the Pope ,,'as in 
full possession of the truth, and this ,,'ithout any pri\'ate 
revelation. Finally, that the Pope should speak ex 
ûltlledrtÎ, it is not necessary that he should ah\'ays 
dilectly define a doctrine d fide, and conden1n the 



r;ï :\Igr. :\larct seems not to undcrstand that. 
tlthollgh the 
Popc is obliged to takc en:ry lncans to learn thc J"C\"ea1cd truth, 
ncvcrtheless, his infallibility has nothing to du with the e,tcrnal 
means of a theological discussion. 
'/ 
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contrary error as a heresy. Should such be the case, 
\\TC ought to cxclude fronl the list of the utterances 
c..r cathedrli, 1l1any Pontifical Bulls published since the 
Council of Constance, and assert that the Pope speaking 
c..r cathcdrâ cannot condenl11 any error "Tith Ininor 
censures. l\Iany Papal Bulls, of ,vhich the A lfC!OJ'ClIl 
fidei of Pius \'1. is an instance, prove thc contrary. l\t 
all cvents, speaking generally, the Church has ahvays 
understood "Then the Pope has intended to speak ex 
catllcd,..;; in Inatters of faith, and all have subn1Ïtted to 
his decisions ,vith the interior assent of their mind. If, 
in sonIC particular instances, doubt nlight arise anlong 
Catholics as to the intention of thc Ronlan IJontiff: 
the Church affords various 11leanS of removing this 
uncertainty by authentic declarations. 
Before closing our ,,'ork ,,"e nlust add one relnark on 
the thirteenth chapter of the fourth book of l\Igr. l\Iaret's 
,vork on the General Council. ::\I
r. ::\Iaret bclieves that 
.:> 
personal holiness is a necessary condition of personal 
infallibility. It might SeelTI ill1possiblc that l\lgr. l\Iaret, 
a Dean of the l'heological I
aculty of the Sorbonnc, 
should ha\'c fallen into such a nlistake, Let us hear hinl 
as quoted by Dr. Pusey, \\'ho sho\\Tcd hinlself anxious to 
enrich his last "'ork ,dth sonIC precious 1110rsels fronl the 
l
rench \\Titer,!)';'
 "To render a sinful Pope personally 
infallible," he says, "God nlust ,york a I11uch greater 
nliracle, since this nliraclc ,,,ill produce infallibility in 
the bosonl of sin, since this 111iraclc ,\'ill separate holiness 
fronl infallibility, i,c., "'ill bring about an effect ,vithout 
the concurrence of a cause, ,,'hich seenlS natural to its 
ev'Olution. This nliraclc is, beyond doubt, possible to 
God; but its effect, the separation of infallibility and 
holiness, it nlust be O\\ìled, astounds and confounds 
the reason. Is it not repugnant to reason and to 
!)j
 EirCIlÙ"{J/l, pt. iii., Is Hellltltful Rtlfni(lll ImþossibÜ? p, 303, 
scq. 
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conscience to believe and to af1înn that a John XII. 
v\"as infallible, or that a Benedict IX. '\'as infallible, 
or that Alexander VI. ""as infallible? "9ï3 Therefore, 
since history fnfonns u
 that son1C Popes havc becn 
\\.anting in holiness, 
Tgr. 1\Iaret, and, after hinl, Dr. 
Pusey, think proper to conclude that, consequently, 
Infallibility is not a prerogative of the H,olnan Pontiffs. 
Ignorance of the true Constitutiun of thc Church, S0 
COIllnlon al110ng Anglicans, l1lay account for Dr., Pusey 
adopting this passage of his Catholic ally; but it is 
strange that l\Igr, l\Iaret should have put [of\\'ard 
argul11ents so "'eak that, \\Tre ""e not \\Titing in a 
Protestant country, \\"c should deenl then1 undeservin
 
of any ans\,"er. 
(I.) Infallibility does not at all require the con- 
currence of holiness, nor is holiness necessary to 
its evolution, IIoliness is grounded in supernatural 
charity, frol11 \\-hich it draws its life and growth; but 
infallibility rests on faith, by ,,"hich it is rendered sure 
and imnloveable, I-Ioliness is a cOlllnlunication of the 
love of God and of the Spirit of God-" Charitas Dei 
diffusa est in cordibus nostris per Spiritu111 Sanctunl qui 
datus est nobis" (R.onl. Y. 5) ; but infallibility has nothing 
to do \vith this, and n1ay \\'ell exist \\"ithout it, as faith 
Inay exist ,,"ithout charity. Papal Infallibility, as '\'C 
said before, implies a double gift; on the one side it 
regards the Pope's Inind, and on the other his ".ill. By 
the first he apprehends the truth of faith, by the other 
he n10st firmly adheres to it, and in1poses it in its purity 
upon the Church: thus discharging his public and sulen1n 
nlÍnistry of Universal T cachero St. Augustine, \\,hen 
explaining ho\v the faith of St. Peter ,,'as not to fail, 
according to the prayer ùf our Lord, says-" Quando 
rogavit ergo (Christus) Ile fides ejus dehceret, quid aliud 
rogavit, nisi ut habcret Ùl fide Iiberrilnam, fortissinlarn, 
V';'3 flu COl/dlt- G/l/lral. 1. i,'" ch, xiii" n, vi"
 t. ii" p. :! 5'+. 



39 0 


The Ill/allibili!)' 0/ the fJoþe. 


invictissinlalU, pcrsc,-erantissimaln ,.oluntatenl? "[17-1 No 
othcr gift ".as inlpartcd to St. Pcter's Succcssors, in so 
far as thcir public and 
olcnln ministry of U ni\"crsal 
Teacher in the Church ,vas concerned. But (2,) this "'ill, 
so firnl, inl11lo,-cablc, and constant in faith, is granted 
by God to thc Popes only as often as they are called 
on to perform their office of Universal T cacher in the 
Church; ,,-hilst holincss is not an intcrnlittent gift, it 
being the fruit and the progrcssive evolution and increase 
of habitual charity. Finally, that firnl and invincible ,,,ill 
does not c\"cn regard the Pope in his private life, but 
only in his capacity of public and Universal Tcacher; 
and only for the tinlC in ,yhich he nUlst exercise this 
public ministry for the confinnation of his brcthrcn and 
for the instruction of thc Church. The qucstion ,,,hcther 
the Pope, as a pri,-ate person, Inay sin in faith, and 
c\"cn bcconle a herctic, is altogether different fronl 
the qnestion of Papal Infallibility. Anlong the nlost 
zealous supporters of Papal Infallibility, 111any ha,-c 
admitted that thc Pope nlight fall into heresy, and 
thereby cease to be Pope, becau
e he ,,"ould then be 
cut off frol11 the l11ystical body of Christ; though all 
confess that this Inisfortune has nevcr in faLt befallen 
the Church, and that the pro,.idence of God ".ill. it 111ay 
bc hopcd, prc\"cnt its occurrence. But no l1lorc need be 
said on the gift of Papal Infallibility in so far as it 
i
 distinguished fronl holiness. 
And no". to conclude. The dognla ,,-hich ,re ha,-c 
been treating is not ne". in the Church. as Protestants 
and Gallicans so boldly asscrt in our day. It is rcnlark- 
able that so great a sitnilar.ity of principles is found 
bet,,"een :\Igr. l\Iaret. .. Janus," and Dr. Puscy. 1\Igr, 
!\Iaret has joincd ,,-ith the others in proclainÚng that 
the doctrine of Papal Infallibility is a ne". dogma in the 
9;-! IJt Ct J } Tt >þlio}h' l't (;rtltia, cap. '\iii.. n. 17 (Op., 1. i
" p. 9
6. 

ligne). 
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Church, that this doctrine ,,'ould change the Constitution 
of the Church, that it is useless, and that it ",ill be cl 
source of gre(.lt danger, religious and political.!}''} He 
attributes the origin of the doctrine to Gregory .VII. and 
his age ;
I;U he nlaintains that Scripture and Tradition 
are silent on it ;!);, he compares the authority of old and 
1110dern theologians \d10 defend the dogma ,,'ith that, 
not only of Bossuet, but also of Gerson, D'Ailly, 
..L\hnain, Cusa, Döllinger, and others.
';s Finally, h<..: 
proposes the "Périodicité Conciliaire" as the only 
renledy to correct all the evils of the Church, and to 
give cxpression and effectual authority to its Constitu- 
tion. 9 ;!) Hut the \\"ork of :\Igr. l\Iaret is a repetition of 
the fallacies of the old Gallican School, so often refuted 
and so often condenlned by thc Church. " Janus." 
besides his countless calunlnies and nlisrepresentations 
of facts, \d1ilst attacking Papal Infallibility, strikes at 
the very root of Papal Suprenlacy, by attributing the 
suprenle authority to forgery anù deceit. Döllinger 
and his School, led by the logic of their principles, havl.: 
been forced to deny infallibility to the Church, at the 
saIne tinle that they deny it to the Popes, And no 
\\'onder; for doctrines inlplying the fallibility of thè 
Pope and his inferiority to the Council cannot stop 
short, in their progressive evolutions, of developing the 
principles of schislll and heresy, The history of 
J anscnisnl and Febronianisnl proves this clearly. And 
this should ha\"c made SOlne opponents of Papal 
Infallibility cautious not to advocatë a doctrine \vhich 


!I,;) Dit CondIe Gln/ral, 1. \"., ch. i\"., 1. ii., p. 356, seq. The 
title of the whole chapter is " Le DOgIl1C nouveau;" n. \'ii., p. 3ïó
 
seq. 
9,6 Ibid" 1. i\-., ch, xiii.. n. i\'., p. 237. 
9" Ibid., passim. See 1. \"., ch, i\'.. n. iii., 1. ii" p. 362, scq. 
!}." Ibitl, n. iv., p. 370, seq. 
9,9 Ibid" eh. \'., p. 389, seq. 
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history sho\\"s to h3.\"C had no other l11crit than that of 
creating division and error in the Church, and of 
reducing the Clergy to the condition of slaves of thc 
S ta te. !,
O 
Thc doctrinc of Papal Infallibility \\"as delineatcd in 
the Old Testanlcnt as by a type: but the lin1Ïted Infal- 
libility of thc High Priest becanlc in the K e\\r Covenant 
a distincti,"c prcrogati,"c of the I-Iead of thc Church; 
since it is inseparablc fronl his suprenle and uni,-ersal 
authority, and is essential to the Constitution of the 
Church One and J ndiyisible. The saIne testinlonies of 
Scripture ,d1Ïch so plainly pro\'e the divine Supremacy 
of the H..ol11an Pontiff, prove also to denlonstration his 
Infallibility in nlatters of faith and l11orals. X either '\"as 
Christian antiquity ignorant of this Papal prerogative: 
fronl the beginning the Popes proclainlccl it solenlnly 
and nlost explicitly, and the Church, not only nevcr 
offered the slightest opposition to their dcclaration, but 
also ackno\\'ledged it by the nlost explicit anù unani- 
mous consent. The Church ah\-ays regarded the Pope's 
tribunal as the SUprC111C tribunal of faith, ,\-ithout control 
and "Tithout appeal; and again it considcrcd a sinú:crc 
subnlission to his definitions as an unequi,'ocal Inarl
 of 
orthodoxy. The Church, therefore, ah"ays refcrred to 
him \\'hatever nc\\r errors arose aillong the l
'aithful, and 
helù thcm ah,"ays as heresies as soon as he condclnnec1 
them by that censure. The General Councils, fronl that 
of Nicæa do,,"n to that of Trent, HCyer disregarded his 
direction; they nevcr omitted to confinl1 his doctrines 
and to rene,\- his condenln..ttions: and they afforded the 
plainest proofs in fa,"our of Papal Infallibility. This 
doctrine ,,-as from the beginning peacefully held in th
 
practice and use of the Church. But ,,,hen logical 
development ga\"e it a nlore scientific form. it ,vas then 
930 See sec. vii. of our Sltþn..'mt' .Alftiwril)' (Jf the j'llþC, p. 170. 
seq. 



Conclusioll. 


393 


still nlore explicitly and nlore distinctly professed and 
inculcated as inlplicitly at least belonging to }{,evclatiol1. 
The great schis111 of the \ V cst, the School uf Gerson 
and D'.l\illy, and the Councils of Constance and BasIc, 
originated the erroneous doctrine opposed to Papal 
T nfallibility; but they did not shake it, nor check its 
progress. ../\,gain, the Council of Florence on one side, 
anù on the other, the finll11eSS of thc }J opes in pro- 
clain1ing this prerogativc and acting in accord \\"ith 
it, overthre\v and nullified the principles of Gerson's 
School: and unanimity in those traditional doctrines 
,,'as again restored in the \,"hole Church. The docu- 
Inents ,,"hich "'C quoted in favour of this constant belief 
in thc old French Church dO"'1l to I 663 place the fact 
beyond all possible doubt. Thc so-called Xational 
...\ssen1bly of 1682 could not succeed in leading the 
\\"or1d to believe that the illustrious French nation did 
not profess that the doglna of Papal Infallibility as 
lnatter of I
evelation belongs to faith: but it contri- 
buted rather to put the fact in a clearer light. Galli- 
canisnl plainly sho\\-ed itself to be the doctrine of 
the Court and of the Parlianlcl1t of France, and 
the best instrunlent in their hands to hlunble the 
Pope and to enslave the Clergy. And unless it 
had been nloderatcd by a sincere faith \vhich ""as 
deeply rooted in the French nation, it \\-ould havc 
<leveloped itself into schism and heresy. But a Catholic 
reaction, long prepared by the events of the French 
revolution, arose in France, and everywhere regained the 
ground once held by the old Gallicans. 1'he .French 
Clergy of every rank have fought generously for the 
J11ajesty and the infallible authority of the Ronlan 
Pontiff. 
'\nd no \\'onder. '[hat Catholic nation could 
not forget its ancient traditions, nor the ltuninol1s 
cxaInplcs of its ancestors. And, indeed, the doctrine 
of Papal Infallibility rest not only l)n the ground of 
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theology, but also on that of history. It is a logical 
and an historical doctrine. Surely, like all the great 
dognlas of the Church, it Inay have its difficulties, 
,vhich require explanation; but these vanish a,vay 
,,-hen confronted \\-ith the ,\"hole nlass of ecclesiastical 
traditions and historical records. 
At the present nlonlent, \vhen the \vhole Church 
assembled in Eculnenical Council is about to pronounce 
the solemn definition of the doctrine defended in this 
\\-ork, \ve have no feelings of rancour to\\'ards our 
Catholic adversaries. \Vhilst \VC look \vith pity and 
contenlpt on the Protestant and infidel press, \\"hich 
has so grossly abused the Catholic Church and its 
champions in the present controversy, \ve see in our 
Catholic adversaries the ll1enlbers of the sanIC Body 
and the childrcn of the sanIC Church. And ,,'e cherish 
the firm persuasion that, ",hen the last \\"ord \vill be 
pronounced fronl the v'r atican, proclainling the doctrine 
of Papal Infallibility, they, together \\-ith us and \vith 
the \\-hole Church, ,\-ill unanlinously ans\\-er ,,-ith the 
entirc subnlission of their Inind and their heart- 
H \Ve believe." 
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